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Hatimi and his Encounter with Mutanabbi:
A Biographical Sketch

Over a period of several years I have been collecting biographical data on
Abia ‘All Muhammad b. al-Hasan al-Hatimi, in whose Hilyat al-Muhadara
I became interested in connection with my work on the early history of
Arabic literary criticism. I have also given attention to the collection of
parallels between the poet Mutanabbi and pseudo-Aristotelian sententiae
which often goes under the title Risala Hatimiyya or Second Risdla
Hatimiyya, and made an unsuccessful attempt to determine whether this
collection was correctly attributed to Hatimi. When I published some
abstracts from the Hilya in 1975', I felt that the few data which I had
collected did not add much to the information that had been gathered
and discussed by Afram al-Bustini and Muhammad Yusuf Najm? and to
the observations by Ihsan ‘Abbas on Hatimi’s personality as a scholar
and literary critic’, many of which agreed with my own conclusions. I
therefore decided not to add a chapter on Hatim1’s career and his
oeuvre. Recently, while putting together a memorandum on Hatim1 for
the Encyclopaedia of Islam, I came to the conclusion that I could not expect
to find additional material in the forseeable future, and that I might as
well publish my notes as they were, in the hope that they would be
supplemented by the findings of others who had been more fortunate.
The following pages thus leave many questions unanswered, but will, I
hope, once more focus attention on a scholar whose surviving work has
earned him a position of some importance among mediaeval critics as
well as a minor place among Arabic prose satirists.

Thanks to the illustrious patronage of H.M. King Hasan II of Morocco
and the generous assistance of Mr. Abdelhamid Berrada I was able to
examine two manuscripts which are quoted in this study (as well as other
important manuscripts which I hope to discuss in future studies), and to
obtain microfilms at very short notice. I also wish to thank the Turkish
Ministry of Education, the Biblioteca Ambrosiana in Milan, the Vatican

1. In my Materials, see below, pp. 54.

2. In their editions of the ‘‘Second Risala Hatimiyya and the Risala Mudiha, see below, p. 19
note 50 and p. 15.

3. 1. ‘Abbas, Ta’rikh an-Naqd al-Adabi ‘ind al- ‘Arab: Nagd ash-Shi‘r (Beirut 1391/1971), pp.
243-251, 253-270.



Library, the Biblioteca Universitaria in Bologna, the Bibliotheéque
Nationale in Paris, the Staatsbibliothek Preussischer Kulturbesitz in
Berlin, the library of the Karl Marx Universitat in Leipzig, the
Forschungsbibliothek in Gotha, the India Office Library in London, the
Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyya in Cairo, and the University Library in Leiden
for microfilms and photostats of manuscripts and printed texts in their
possession. I am particularly grateful to Dr. D. George of the
Staatsbibliothek, Dr. H. Claus of the Forschungsbibliothek, and Mrs. U.
Sims-Williams of the India Office Library for valuable information on
some of these manuscripts.

Two of my colleagues, Professor A.A. Ambros and Dr. M. Fishbein,
kindly took it upon themselves to examine manuscripts of the ‘‘Second
Risala Hatimiyya’’ in Istanbul and Cairo. In so doing they made an
essential contribution to my work which will greatly facilitate the
preparation of a definitive edition of this text. I much appreciated an
opportunity I had to discuss some difficult passages with my colleague
Dr. Muhammad Eissa. To Professor R.S. Kirsner I owe corrections of
style and some valuable suggestions. Last but not least, I wish to thank
my friend Dr. Yasin M. Al-Khalesi who generously undertook the
laborious task of typing the Arabic texts.

The full name of Hatimi as it appears in nearly all biographies is Aba
‘Alil Muhammad b. al-Hasan b. al-Muzaffar al-Hatimi. There is
substantial evidence that the name of his father was al-Hasan, not al-
Husayn as in some biographies. Both the Qadi Abu ‘Al al-Muhassin at-
Tanukhi' (d. 384/994) who was a contemporary of Hatimi and the
Khatib al-Baghdadi (d. 463/1071), who received traditions from Hatim1
through the Qadi at-Tanukhi’s son, Abu ’l1-Qasim ‘Ali b. al-Muhassin
at-Tanukhi (365/976-447/1055)? give his name as al-Hasan. Two younger
contemporaries however, Aba Mansur ath-Tha‘alibi (350/961-429/1038)
and Abu Ishaq Ibrahim b. ‘Ali al-Husr1 (d. 413/1022), offer evidence
that his father’s name was al-Husayn, and the same evidence is found in
one of the two Maghribi manuscripts of Hatimi’s Hilyat al-Muhadara® and
in two of the numerous manuscripts of the second Risala Hatimiyya (other
manuscripts either give no name at all or give the name of his father as
al-Hasan), but this information may be questioned at least in the case of
Tha‘alibi and Husrl. To clarify this point, and to examine at the same
time the much more important question of the authorship of the poetry
attributed to Hatimi, it is necessary to quote the opening lines of

1. Tanukhi, Fara, 11, 85 (haddathana Abi ‘Ali Muh. b. al-Hasan b. al-Muzaffar al-Katib al-
ma ‘ritf bi-’l-Hatimi), *, p. 303 (reads Abii Muh. b. al-Hasan for Aba ‘Ali Muh. b. al-
Hasan); idem, Nishwar, 111, 14.

2. Ta’r. Bagh., XII, 115. The traditions in question are in Ta’r. Bagh., II, 214, 356; XI,
231.

3. See Materials, p. 4. The evidence from the second manuscript can be disregarded since
the original first page is missing and was copied from the first manuscript.



Tha‘alibi’s biography which in the Cairo edition of 1375/1956 of the
Yatima (I1I, 108) as well as in the Damascus edition of 1304 (II,
273-274)* appears as follows:

o BNl e gen LS els e b sl sl M1 mE o
daby b Ahgmadl Wl Il ady el o oasl ol el
Lob o Cuwlos Gl goe Lon oo Y dJ.ﬂ.&u.ou.aJaa.auu_oJJ PAJ.Y|
(here follow two lines from a ghazal poem)
A jolsdl et || o Bamad e ad g P as ,m3 1 Lasy
e e '_Q_J Sl.‘,_;.m | i > :,.A-" f"‘i
Here follow two poems (the second of which is presumably addressed also
to al-Qadir, who ruled from 381/991 to 422/1031) and a third poem
addressed to Shams al-Ma‘ali [Qabus b. Wushmagir], the Ziyarid ruler
(who ruled from 366/977 to 371/981 and from 388/998 to 403/1012-13).
This last poem ends the chapter.

Tha Yatima passage is quoted by Yaqut (VI, 501-502) and appears there
in the following form:

oF embadl 0,88 Gle ol el bl G puedl G S
decwe JL3S eadl den CloS 5 dletdl 6,Shy e PEARRN
S e Gy il G G asl e ezl (501) oeadl o
fore 3lS pels Gl soly sels Lanl apely el 21 el 0w
el BIL Iy gl s asl iy il b B o
ceroline YU oyml e e peed s JUB eao¥) Gaby

(the same two lines from the ghazal poem)
ool I 0Ll 5 Baas e apd ac¥ ez ,msl Lasy JUS
ces l_‘,_l‘,i T | R LU O |

Yaqut then quotes the first line of the first poem on al-Qadir.

It is tempting to suggest that the text of the Yatima as we find it in Yaqut
is better than the text as we find it in the printed edition of the Yatima.
This, however, would make it necessary to assume that Tha‘alibl

4. For other editions see C.E. Bosworth, ‘Manuscripts of the Yatimat ad-Dahr in the
Stleymaniye Library’’, Journal of Semitic Studies XV1 (1971), 41-49; E. Rowson and
S. Bonebakker, ‘A Computerized Listing of Biographical Data from the Yatimat al-
Dahr by al-Ta‘alibi’’, Onomasticon Arabicum: série listing 3 (Los Angeles 1980), p. 12. It
is very unlikely that the text in the other editions would be different.



believed the poems addressed to al-Qadir and Qabus b. Wushmagir to be
the work of Hatim1’s father (unless one reads /i-’bnih: for li-abihi), even
though al-Qadir and Qabis b. Wushmagir belonged to the generation of
Hatim1’s children rather than that of Hatim1 himself (al-Qadir was born
in 336/947-8); such sloppiness is not unusual in the Yatima.> But we
should also keep in mind that Yaquat considered Aba ‘Ali and
Muhammad b. al-Hasan to be one and the same person. He may have
accepted Tha‘alibi’s statement that there were two Hatimis, but certainly
did not accept his statement that Aba ‘All and Muhammad b. al-Hasan
(or al-Husayn) were different individuals and may have changed the text
accordingly. The picture is further complicated by a passage from Ibn al-
Qifti’s recently published al-Muhammadin min ash-Shu ‘ara’ wa-Akhbaruhum.®
This passage does not appear in the Hatimi biography in his Inbah,’
though Ibn al-Qiftl must have been aware that he was dealing with the
same person:

_}"““—“ U.Jd‘).a_,_” LJ““"] UJ.F ,}-“ u_al.s_,\ U.L..L.‘»_“ L)ma_!\ O e
Do Ledealy coSUl sl e yelowdl ads oS ady [ pedYl
cor ol aiad iSILe e yal So o pdy el b aah,
(the two lines from the ghazal poem)
cact Gl el e STy eadsd ST ml]l

The passage inside the brackets was clearly based on the Yatima and
follows the text word for word. Ibn al-Qiftt apparently shared Yaqut’s
belief that Abu ‘Ali and Muhammad b. al-Hasan were one and the same
person. He also had no doubt that the poet he mentions in the
Muhammadan was identical with the scholar listed in the Inbah (II1, 103)
as Muhammad b. al-Hasan b. al-Muzaffar Aba ‘Ali an-Nahwi al-
Lughawi al-ma‘raf bi-’l-Hatimi al-Katib, since in both the Muhammadin
and the Inbah he mentions the Jabhat al-Adab among the works written by
Hatimi1 and gives the kunya Abu ‘Ali. It also seems likely that he knew
the text of the Hatimi biography in Yaqut (or the source used by Yaqit)

5. Cf. A Computerized Listing (above, p. 7, note 4), p. 11. Evidence that Hatimi was
acquainted with al-Qadir’s entourage and perhaps with al-Qadir himself may be derived
from the fact that he wrote a book on al-Qadir’s secretary, Abu ’l-Hasan al-Batti, see
below, p. 56, note 204.

6. Ed. Hasan Ma‘mari (Riyad 1390/1970), pp. 230-231.

7. See below, p. 14, note 35.



as well as a biography based on the text as it appears in the printed
edition of the Yatima, since otherwise he could not have criticised the
attribution of poetry to Hatimi’s father. It is possible therefore that the
text of the Yatima as we have it now was current in the seventh/thirteenth
century and was at least as old as the text which we find in Yaqut.

A second and perhaps better solution would be to suggest that Yaqut
found &Y in his text and concluded from this that we should read
,els La 1 os.i . This seems the more likely since doing so

would have made it possible for Yaqit to assume that Tha‘alibi, while
speaking about Aba ‘Ali, meant the same person as Muhammad b. al-
Hasan. It is curious that Ibn al-Qifti did not notice that the second
sentence in his biography beginning with Wa-4ba ‘Alr ... did not follow
the first sentence. This could be an indication that he had eliminated the
words wa-abuhu aydan sha ‘irun from Yaquat. But other explanations for the
discrepancies between the texts could be offered and we cannot reach a
firm conclusion unless we find an author who explicitly takes issue with
Tha‘alib1’s attribution of the kunya Aba ‘Ali and the name Muhammad
b. al-Husayn to different individuals, since only in this way it would be
possible to determine whether or not there is a likelihood that Yaqat
emended the text.

The question whether Hatimi actually had a son who distinguished
himself as a poet cannot, of course, be decided unless further evidence is
forthcoming. The possibility cannot be ruled out, for Tha‘alibi may well
have believed — correctly - that Hatimi had a son and still have assumed
- incorrectly — that the son’s name was Muhammad b. al-Husayn. That
Tha‘alibi was not too well informed about Hatimi’s biography appears
also from Yatima' I, 85(=? I, 136) where he mentions, probably quoting
Abu Bakr al-Khwarizmi (d. 383/993), that Hatimi was among the poets
who attacked Mutanabbi at the instigation of Muhallabi, but fails to
mention the disputation that took place between the two.

What emerges from a comparison of the three texts is (a) that both Yaqut
and Ibn al-Qifti believed the name of Hatimi’s father to be al-Hasan, not
al-Husayn, and corrected the Yatima accordingly (assuming that it read
al-Husayn), (b) that they believed Abu ‘Ali al-Hatimi and Muhammad
b. al-Hasan al-Hatimi to be one and the same person, and (c) that
Tha‘alibi knew only two lines of poetry by Abu ‘Al al-Hatim1 and that
Ibn al-Qiftl may have concluded from this that Hatimi was not a
productive poet. One wonders whether this conclusion is supported by
other discussions of Hatimi’s work, or by quotations from it, which could
have been known to Ibn al-Qifti. So far I know of only two sets of
quotations, neither of which offers conclusive evidence. Tanukhi’s
Nishwar (II1, 14 and 26) quotes, on Hatim1’s own authority, two poems,
the first addressed to Sayf ad-Dawla, and the second to an unidentified
ra’ts, perhaps Abu ’l-Faraj Muhammad b. al-‘Abbas b. Fasanjus to
whom Hatimi dedicated his Madiha. And Abu Ishaq Ibrahim b. ‘Alr al-



Husri (d. 413/1022) quotes poems by Hatimi in three places in his Zahr
al-Adab®. On pp. 237 and 300 he calls him by the name Muhammad b.
al-Husayn b. al-Muzaffar al-Hatimi, and on p. 765 by the name Abi
‘All al-Hatimi. Elsewhere in the Zahr al-Adab and in its companion
volume, the Jam‘ al-Jawahir, Husri quotes from Abu ‘Ali Muhammad b.
al-Hasan b. al-Muzaffar al-Hatimi a prose fragment in praise of the
night® and, on the authority of Abu ‘Al al-Hatimi, some poems by
others!?. Finally there are passages where Hatimi or Aba ‘Ali
Muhammad b. al-Muzaffar al-Hatimi is quoted as a literary critic, and
some of these passages can be traced in Hatimi’s Hilya!!. Neither the
Zahr, nor the Jam* al-Jawahir, nor the Nishwar by Tanukhi offer clear
evidence that Hatimi was not a very productive poet. Moreover, Husrl
clearly identifies Hatimi, the poet and writer of prose fusal, with Hatimi,
the literary theorist and critic, and does not seem to know for certain
whether the name of Hatimi’s father was al-Hasan or al-Husayn!?.

Husri claims that his work was based on texts collected in the East in his
own days. He knew Tha‘alibi’s work and one would expect him to have
copied Tha‘alib1’s errors. He does not seem to have used the Yatima; at
least he does not appear to have quoted from it directly. However, on
pp. 127-128 of the Zahr he quotes from the introduction of Tha‘alibi’s
Sthr al-Balagha where Tha‘alibi himself mentions the Yatima and indicates
that he drew from this earlier work in composing the Sihr!3. In the
paragraph that follows (pp. 128-129) Husri admits, in his turn, that he
relied on the Sih7 in dealing with contemporary poets. It is strange,
therefore, that Husri would not have noticed that Tha‘alibi recognized
the existence of two poets by the name of Hatimi.

None of the biographers mention the date of Hatim1’s birth. According
to Yaqut (VI, 501), Hatimi was born early enough to have been a pupil
of Ibn Durayd!¢. Since Ibn Durayd died in 321/933, this would mean

8. Ed. ‘A. M. al-Bijawi (Cairo 1372/1953), together with HusrT’s Jam* al-Jawahir. The
poems on pp. 300 and 765 are also quoted by Yaqut who states that he took them
from Husri’s Kitab an-Nirayn (or an-Nawrayn). The Zahr was composed in 405/1014-
1015, see the note in Byjawi’s ed., I, 126.

9. Zahr, pp. 111-112,

10. Zahr, p. 181; Jam® al-Jawahir, pp. 319 and 356 (the last poem could also be by Hatim1
himself).

11. Zahr, pp. 597, 601, 983, and 1015; Jam‘, p. 167. For the passages in the Hilya see
Materials, index.

12. Two of the manuscripts used by I. ‘Abbas for his edition of Ibn Khallikan (see below,

p. 14, note 35) read al-Husayn for al-Hasan.

13. Another quotation from Tha‘alibi in Zahr, p. 1035 (I owe these references to Dr. E.K.
Rowson). On p. 128 of the Zahr, Husri lists some of the poets whose work he found
quoted in the Sihr, but Hatimi is not among them. The SiAr itself was written between
two editions of the Yatima, see A Computerized Listing (above, p. 7, note 4), p. 9a and
note 20. The text was published but is not available to me.

14. The only other teacher regularly mentioned by the biographers is Aba ‘Umar az-
Zahid, better known as Ghulam Tha‘lab (d. 345/956-7), see Materials, p. 17.
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that Hatimi was born around 310/922 at the latest. But on p. 503 Yaqat
also quotes an autobiographical note from Hatimi’s [Tagri‘] al-Hilbaja, a
book which Hatimi wrote for Aba ‘Abdallah [al-Husayn b. Ahmad] b.
Sa‘dan, who was vizier from 373/983 to 374/985", as a reply to a
detractor whom he does not mention by name!¢. In this autobiographical
note Hatimi claims that he was in the service of (khadamtu) Sayf ad-
Dawla at the age of nineteen and quotes a poem in which he praised this
ruler'’. If we assume that Hatimi did not join the circle of Sayf ad-Dawla
before the latter had established himself firmly in Aleppo in 336/947 (the
year in which he concluded a peace treaty with the Ikhshidid Ungjir) he
would have been born in 317 at the earliest, which means that he was a
child of four when Ibn Durayd died. The question is whether Hatimi’s
story about his early career can be trusted, since not only the description
of his character by contemporaries'®, but also the tone of many of his
utterances in his Risala Mudiha suggest that he was given to unbridled
self-glorification!?. His claim becomes even more suspect when we
consider that he makes the same kind of statement in the Mudiha, trying

15. Not, as is often stated, till 375, see Aba Shuja‘, Dhay! Kitab Tajarib al-Uman, ed. H.F.
Amedroz (Cairo 1334/1916), pp. 85 and 102; Zambaur, p. 214; Busse, pp. 65, 239,
303 note 1, and 509-510. Ibn Sa‘dan was a close friend of Aba Hayyan at-Tawhidi
whose Risalat as-Sadaga wa-’s-Sadig was written at Ibn Sa‘dan’s suggestion. It was also
at the house of Ibn Sa‘dan that the famous discussion took place which became the
subject of Tawhidi’s Imta*, see Imta‘ 1, 4, and Risalat as-Sadaga, pp. 8-9; I. Keilani,
Abi Hayyan at- Tawhidi: Introduction a son oeuvre (Beyrouth 1950), pp. 24, 42-44, 48, 51,
and 56. Though Yaqut says that the Zagri‘ was written ‘‘for the vizier Abu ‘Abdallah
b. Sa‘dan’’, one cannot of course be certain that it was actually written during Ibn
Sa‘dan’s brief rule. The full tite, Tagri‘ al-Hilbaja, appears in the biographies in Suyut
and Safadi (below, p. 14, note 35), not in Yaqut.

16. Two lines of satire on this hilbaja on p. 504. On the same page a tadmin based on a
poem by Nabigha. According to Suyuti (Bughya, pp. 35-36), this poem was written at
the suggestion of the poet as-Salami. Suyitl quotes this information, which is not in
Yaqut, from the same Tagri‘ al-Hilbaja and it is therefore possible that this text was
still in existence in his days. For the term hilbaja see Maydani, Majma‘ al-Amthal
(Bulaq 1248), I, 435, s.v. ajazu mina ’l-hilbaja. The biography of Abu ’I-Hasan
Muhammad b. ‘Abdallah (or ‘Ubaydallah) as-Salami (336-394/948-1004) is not
known in sufficient detail to be of any help in reconstructing the biography of Hatimi.
See $. Radif, Shi‘r as-Salami (Baghdad 1971), pp. 22-25, 39-45, 50-52. According to
Radif, Salami left his native Baghdad in 357 to join the Hamdanid Aba Taghlib in
Mosul (others suggest 360), that is after the death of Sayf ad-Dawla in 356. It is not
likely that he visited Sayf ad-Dawla in Aleppo at an earlier date, in spite of a state-
ment to that effect in Ghuzali, Matali‘ al-Budur (Cairo 1299), II, 176 (as quoted by
Radif on p. 40). He belonged to the circle of the Sahib Ibn ‘Abbad before joining
‘Adud ad-Dawla in Shiraz and followed ‘Adud ad-Dawla to Iraq in 367/978 or
368/979. See also Sezgin, GAS 11, 594; C.E. Bosworth, The Medieval Islamic Underworld
(Leiden 1976), I. 77-79 and note; and Busse, p. 511 (read Salami for Sulami). The
most likely assumption is that Hatimi met Salami in Baghdad some time after 367.

17. Poem ending in dz, not identical with the poem ending in #a in Tantkhi, Nishwar,
111, 14

18. See Tawhidi, Imta‘ 1, 135; 111, 126-127.

19. See also Salami’s reaction to the tadmin by Hatimi (above, note 16) as reported in the
Taqri‘ (apud Suyuti, Bughya, p. 36).
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to make us believe that at the time of the debate with Mutannabbi in 351
or 352 he was still a young man®. A further reason for questioning the
truth of Hatim1’s report is that he himself quotes in the Hilya ‘Ali b.
Sulayman al-Akhfash who died in 315/9272!,

In spite of all this, I feel that the evidence is not sufficient to reject
Hatimi’s report about his age at the time of these various meetings. We
know that the data in Yaqut’s collection of biographies are not always
reliable. Moreover, Hatimi’s Hilya does not support Yaqit, since it
quotes Ibn Durayd on the authority Abu ’l-Fath ‘Ubaydallah b. Ahmad
an-Nahwi?. Though Hatimi quotes al-Akhfash directly in one of his
isnads, there is a second isnad where he quotes him on the authority of
Abu ’l-Faraj al-Isfahani??, the author of the Aghani, and the state of
preservation of the Hilya text is such that one cannot trust the text of the
isnads to be always complete and accurate?*. It is therefore quite possible
that he was born at some time between 320 and 330 and joined the court
of Sayf ad-Dawla between 337 and 347%.

The autobiographical report in Yaqut goes on to say that, at the court of
Sayf ad-Dawla, Hatimi was treated as the equal of the grammarians Abu
‘Ali al-Farisi (d. 377/987), Ibn Khalawayh (d. 370/980-981 in Aleppo),
and Abu ’t-Tayyib al-Lughawi. Since Aba ‘Ali al-Farisi joined the court
of Sayf ad-Dawla in 341/952, Hatimi cannot have given up his career
with Sayf ad-Dawla before that date. It also seems safe to assume that
Hatimi left Aleppo not later than 351/962, the year in which Nicephorus
Phocas destroyed the city?®, but I have not found any further clues as to
the number of years that he spent at the court of Sayf ad-Dawla. In any
case we find him in Baghdad in the summer of 351/962 or 352/963
involved in a famous debate with the poet Mutanabbi?’” whom he could
have known at the court of Sayf ad-Dawla?.

20. See Mudiha, p. 2, line 4 ff.; p. 3, lines 4-5; and p. 7, line 19 -p. 8, line 2.

21. See Materials, pp. 87-88.

22. See Materials, pp. 17 note 38, 40, and 43.

23. See Materials, p. 39.

24. See, for instance, Materials, pp. 43-44.

25. See below, p. 18, note 47.

26. According to the editor of Abu ’t-Tayyib’s Maratib (Cairo 1375/1955), pp. 5-6, Abu
’t-Tayyib died in the massacre which followed, but the Zubdat at-Talab by Ibn
al-‘Adim to which he refers does not make any mention of Abu ’t-Tayyib.

27. If it could be established that Hatimi left Aleppo during the massacre (which took
place in Dhu ’l-Qa‘da 351/November 962), then only the date 352 could be accepted
for the debate. It would then be difficult to explain how he could have won the
confidence of Muhallabi in the six months preceding the summer of 352 if it is indeed
true that Muhallabi urged him to attack Mutanabbi in verse (according to the Yatima)
or to challenge him in this debate (as reported in three of the four versions discussed
below, p. 16 ff. and 29 ff.).

28. In spite of Mutanabbi’s assertions to the contrary, see Mudiha, p. 11, lines 5-6, 13, and
22. See also p. 255, lines 14-15 of the shorter version which will be discussed below,
pp. 15 and 18-19 (b yaz o) azi Lo Ledol gy plud¥1 0S5y gay);

and the texts of the same version as we find them in Yaqut, VI, 507, line 9

12



We have seen that the Yatima attributes some verses on the caliph al-
Qadir and the Ziyarid ruler Qabus b. Wushmagir to Hatim1’s son.
Elsewhere in the Yatima® we find some verses on Aba Nasr Sabar b.
Ardashir (five times vizier of Baha’ ad-Dawla between 380/990-1 and
391/1000) attributed to ‘‘al-Hatimi’’ without specification of whether the
father or the son is meant. Neither these verses, nor the verses quoted by
Husri and Tantkhi to which I have referred earlier, throw any light on
Hatim1’s career during the second half of his life. From the Mathalib
(Akhlag) al-Wazirayn of Aba Hayyan at-Tawhidi® it appears that he met
Muhammad b. Ahmad al Jarjara’i who had a short and unfortunate
career as a deputy vizier under Ibn Baqgiyya from 362 to 363 (but may
well have held an important position at an earlier date)3!, and that he
may have been personally acquainted with the Sahib Ibn ‘Abbad. With
Jarjara’i he had an interesting discussion on the relation between the
panegyrist and his patron. On the Sahib he made a brief and very
unfavorable comment condemning him as a man with an utterly perverse
character?2.

From the introduction of a story in Tantkhi’s Faraj ba’d ash-Shidda®® it
would appear that Hatimi visited Egypt, but there is unfortunately no
indication at which period of his life this visit took place.

All biographies agree that Hatimi died in Rabi‘ II 388/March 998. Some
biographers give him the title katib, and Ibn al-Qifti’s /nbah mentions that
as a katib he served the ‘‘chief amirs’’ in Baghdad3* suggesting at the
same time that he was mainly known for his career in that capacity and
for his studies on common themes in literature (wa-lahu tagaddumun f
dhalika wa-tamakkunun min ‘ilmi ’l-ma‘ani ’l-adabiyya).

The above is all that the biographical dictionaries available to me offer as

(k"“{)""' r‘-] i Lol =9 f‘—*—zy\ 45;;—' 5®3) and Badi‘l’s Subh, p.
130, line 3 (=8 =z o] PN I N TR I> 4); and the other two shorter

versions (below, p. 29 ff.) in the Ambrosiana MS, fol. 4a, lines 5-6, the Mecca MS
in the ed. by Shamma‘, p. 254, line 6 ( ~=5_r= f-J J 1 ol elds &)
and Khafaji’s Rayhana (below, p. 34 ff.), II, 422, the Berlin MS, fol. 42a, line 11, and the

India Oftice MS, fol. 210a, second line from bottom (“-"L’f‘ 1‘-’ u—’ duJ ). It
should be noted, however, that Hatimil makes no attempt to remind Mutanabbi of an
earlier meeting at the court of Sayf ad- Dawla.

29. Yatima', 11, 293-294, 2, III, 131-133. For Sabir b. Ardashir see Encyclopaedia of
Islam, 1st ed. (Leiden, 1913-1936), s.v.; Busse, index s.v. Sépﬁr.

30. Mathalib', pp. 16-17 and 208-209, ? pp. 19-23 and 313-314.

31. See Miskawayh, Tgjarib, 11, 298, 309, 310, 313, 317, 320, 323; Tawhidi, Imta*, 111,
217.

32. I am not sufficiently familiar with the biography of Ibn ‘Abbad to determine whether
Hatim1’s acquaintance with the vizier necessarily leads to the conclusion that he spent
some years in Persia.

33. Tanakhi, Farg', 11, 85, %, p. 303.

34. Cf the quotation from the Ambrosiana and Mecca MSS, below, p. 32, lines 24-25.
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the main data on Hatimi’s career®. Some further details from these
dictionaries regarding his literary output will follow. In most cases the
data found in the Yatima, the Ta’rikh Baghdad, and Yaqut are repeated,
and where data are drawn from other sources they add nothing essential
to the account by these three authors.

Until recently, Hatim1 owed his reputation to two risalas which go under
various names and have both the poet Mutanabbi as subject. The first
was known as ar-Risala al-Mudiha, Jabhat al-Adab, Munazarat Abi ‘Alf al-
Hatimi li-Ab: ’t-Tayyib al-Mutanabbi . .. bi-Baghdad, or simply ar-Risala al-
Hatimiyya. We find the title Kutab al-Mudiha fi Masaw?i al-Mutanabbi in
Yaqut (VI, 502), but when Yaqut, two pages further, brings quotations
from the discussion between Hatimi and Mutanabbi, which is the subject
of this risala as we now know it, he speaks of a mukhataba (and actually
quotes the shorter version published by Bisati which will be discussed
below). Suyuti knows a Madiha fi Masawi al-Mutanabbi, but also a Risala
Hatimiyya which deals with a discussion between Hatimi and Mutanabb1
in which Hatimi brought out the instances of plagiarism in Mutanabbi’s
work. Hajj1 Khalifa (III, 312) mentions that the risala dealt also with
other shortcomings (‘uyab) of Mutanabbi’s poetry and uses the title
Midiha. The title Jabhat al-Adab appears in Ibn al-Qifti’s Inbah and in his
Muhammadun with a description strongly suggesting that what he has in
mind is the discussion between Hatimi and Mutanabbi. Strangely
enough, Yaqut in his Mu Jam al-Buldan quotes sub voce Kalwadha’® a
passage from the discussion between Hatimi and Mutanabbi and gives
the title of the work as Jabhat al-Adab, not al-Madiha. Finally, we find that
Yusuf al-Badi‘t (d. 1073/1622)% knows of a Jabhat al-Adab and a Risala

35. Those I have consulted are the following: al-Khatib a‘l-BaghdidT, Ta’rikh Baghdad
(Cairo 1349/1931), II, 214; Sam‘ani, al-Ansab (Hyderabad 1382/1962), IV, 3; Ibn al-
Jawzi, al-Muntazam fi Ta’rikh al-Mulik wa-’l-Umam, ed. F. Krenkow (Hyderabad
1357/1938), VII, 205; Yaqut ar-Rami, Irshad al-Arib, ed. D.S. Margoliouth, vol. VI
(London 1931), 501-518; Ibn al-Qifti, Inbah ar-Ruwat, ed. Muh. Abu ’I-Fadl Ibrahim
(Cairo 1369-1374/1950-1955), III, 103-104; idem, al-Muhammadun min ash-Shu ‘ara’,
ed. Hasan Ma‘mari (Riyad 1390/1970), p. 230-231; Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat al-A ‘yan,
ed. M.M. ‘Abdalhamid (Cairo 1367/1948), III, 482-486; idem, ed. I. ‘Abbas (Beirut
1971), IV, 362-367; Muh. b. ‘Ali al-Hamawi, Talkhis al-Kashf wa-’l-Bayan (at-Ta rikh
al-Mansuri), facsimile ed. (Moscow 1963), fol. 694 (Hatimi is also erroneously
mentioned on fol. 62a among those who died in 338); Ibn al-Athir, al-Lubab fi Tahdhib
al-Ansab (Cairo 1357), p. 265; adh-Dhahabi, al- ‘Tbar fi Khabar man Ghabar, ed. S. al-
Munajjid and F. Sayyid (Kuwayt 1963), III, 40-41; Safadi, Das biographische Lexicon
(al-Waft bi-’l-Wafayat), ed. H. Ritter and S. Dedering (Leipzig/Istanbul 1931 —
= Bibliotheca Islamica, Band VI), II, 343-344; Yafi‘i, Mir’at al-Jinan (Hyderabad
1337-1339; reprint Beirut 1390/1970), II, 437-441; Suyuti, Bughyat al-Wu ‘at (Cairo
1326), pp. 35-36; Hajji Khalifa, Kashf al-Zunun, ed. G. Fligel (Leipzig 1871-1872),
III, 112, 312, 596, V, 79, VI, 166; Ibn al-‘Imad, Shadharat adh-Dhahab (Cairo
1350-1351), III, 129.

36. Yaqut, Mu jam al-Buldan (Beirut 1374/1955-1376/1957), IV, 478a. Cf. Mudiha., p. 56.

37. Subh, p. 269.
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Hatimiyya of which he fails to specify whether or not they were directed
against Mutanabbi. The title Risala Hatimiyya is used by Ibn Khallikan
(III, 482) in the introduction to his quotation from the beginning of the
longer version of the risala, as well as by Yafi‘l (II, 437) who quotes Ibn
Khallikan, but interestingly both state clearly that the title given to the
risala by Hatimi himself was a/-Mudiha®®. The term Risala Hatimiyya is
used by Safadi and Ibn al-‘Imad in terms clearly suggesting that it is
again the debate between Hatimi and Mutanabbi which they have in
mind¥®. The last of the four titles, Munazarat Abi ‘Al7 al-Hatimi li-Abi ’t-
Tayyib al-Mutanabbi . .. bi-Baghdad, is quoted by F. Sezgin (GAS, 1I, 488)
in reference to a manuscript in Mecca, a manuscript in Cairo, and the
shorter version of the risala published by I. ad-Dastqi al-Bisati (or al-
Busatl)* which was based on still another Cairo manuscript. The correct
title, at least of the longer version which is preserved in the MS Escurial
772, is undoubtedly ar-Risala al-Mudiha (or ar-Risala al-Mudiha fr Dhikr
Sarigat Abi ’t-Tayyib al-Mutanabbi wa-Saqit Shi ‘rih as it appears on the title-
page of the manuscript). This apparently unique manuscript was
published in an excellent edition by M.Y. Najm (Beirut 1385/1965).
From p. 3, lines 12-13 of this edition it appears that the little Jabhat al-
Adab was the result of a misinterpretation of a sentence in the
introduction, though as we have seen it was used by some biographers®*'.
There can be no doubt that the title al-Mudiha was chosen because it
suggests a double entendre, i.e. ‘‘the risala that makes apparent, discloses
[the shortcomings of Mutanabb1’s poetry]’’ or, as explained by Hatim1
himself (p. 4, lines 17-21), ‘‘the lacerating risala’’, referring to a type of

38. See Ibn Khallikan, III, 486, line 13; Yafi‘i, II, 437, line 6.

39. In his Tadhkira (in the India Office MS, see below, p. 35) Safadi does not give the
title of the risala, but simply introduces it with the words ez lsJl JUs. It is of
course possible that on one of the pages preceding these words he has enumerated the
titles of the texts which he intends to quote. When Safadi, in his biography of Hatimi
in the Waft, speaks about the Risala Hatimiyya and mentions that it is ‘‘in one
volume’’ he must have had the extended version, the Risala Mudiha, in mind, since
the shorter versions enumerated below (p. 29 ff.) are only a few pages long (Safadi
uses the same title, Risala Hatimipya, in speaking of the ‘‘Second Risala Hatimiyya’’
without giving any indication of its size). Ibn Khallikan mentions that the Madiha
comprised twelve quires (kurasa). Safadi also observes that the Hilya by Hatimi
(below, p. 54) was in two volumes.

40. As an appendix to Bisati’s edition of the /bana of al-‘Amidi (Cairo 1961), pp.
251-270. The title page reads: ar-Risala al-Hatimiypa wa-hiya al-Munazara bayn al-Hatimi
wa-’l-Mutanabbi bi Madinat Baghdad. It is not clear whether these two titles actually
appear in the MS Cairo, Dar al-Kutub 2039 (a majmi ‘e which also contains the
Ibana). The risala is also quoted in its entirety in Yaqut (VI, 504-518) and in Badi‘T’s
Subh (pp. 128-142), but it is not introduced there by its title.

41. The passage reads: g_,_)SIl d> sy aIlu - (ice. the debate) aza s

CeRde S b Bl gl el gl L wemd
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head wound (shapa) by which the head or face is broken, that shows the
whiteness of the bone, etc2.

In the introduction of the Mudiha (as well as in two of the shorter
versions which will be discussed later) Hatimi relates the story of
Mutanabbi’s appearance in Baghdad and how he offended everybody by
his ill-mannered behaviour and his presumptions, including the
Buwayhid, Mu‘izz ad-Dawla and the vizier, Aba Muh. al-Hasan b.
Muh. al-Muhallabi; both found it hard to accept that there were no men
of letters in Baghdad who were capable of competing with Mutanabbi
and challenging him in a discussion. This was particularly galling to
Mu‘izz ad-Dawla who was acutely aware of the fact that Mutanabbi1 had
been a favourite of his arch-enemy, Sayf ad-Dawla (Madiha, p. 7, lines
2-3). This prompted Hatimi to try to meet Mutanabbi and engage him
in a debate. When no fortuitous occasion presented itself, he sought out
Mutanabbi in his own house and attacked him in the presence of his
students who had gathered to attend the lectures of the great poet*.

The description of this occasion (especially the reception HatimI receives
at Mutanabbi’s house) is perhaps one of the most accomplished pieces of
carricature from mediaeval Arabic literature. We can be certain that the
picture of Mutanabbi’s behaviour and of Hatimi’s advantage over his
opponent is grossly exaggerated. Yet the description of the scene is so
vivid that it is hard to believe that Hatim1’s story is not in part authentic.
Hatimi arrives at Mutanabbi’s residence mounted on a beautifully
harnessed riding animal and followed by a train of attendants. He finds
Mutanabbi in the company of students who are studying some of
Mutanabbi’s own poetry**. When Hatimi’s arrival is announced,
Mutanabbi hastily leaves the room in order to avoid having to rise from
his seat (which is made up out of some worn out garments or cushions)*
to welcome the visitor. When he returns to the room, he ignores

42. See E.W. Lane, An Arabic English Lexicon (London-Edinburgh 1863-1893), s.v. shajja;
see also s.v. mudiha.

43. Such public challenges of a teacher were by no means unusual. See A. Shalabi,
Ta’rikh at-Tarbiya al-Islamiypa (Cairo 1960), pp. 219-221; Munir-ud-Din Ahmed,
Muslim Education (Zirich 1968), pp. 188 and 190-193. Cf. also Aba Bakr Muhammad
b. Yahya as-Sali, Akhbar Abi Tammam, ed. Kh. M. ‘Asakir et al. (Cairo 1356/1937),
p. 11; 1. ‘Abbas, al-‘Arab fr Siqilliyya (Beirut 1975), p. 91 (referring to Centenario della
Nascita di Michele Amar: [Palermo 1910], I, 373).

44. The Ambrosiana MS (fol. 2a, line 1) which will be discussed below (p. 30 ff.) reads
shi‘ri, “‘my poetry’’.

45. It is characteristic of Hatim1’s style in the four versions of the Risala (the Mudiha and
the shorter versions that will be discussed later) to dwell lovingly on these and similar
details, using a somewhat different description in each version:

Madiha, p. 9, lines 5-6: 131 9 awdos 59 (i aelaxdl ) T.‘;....b\_,
(SN TSRt RORY [PEA | R IV PRI | IS S T PSS BPeee
Sl Wi
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Hatimi’s greeting, though the students in the room* try to give him a
hint that he should give proper attention to so distinguished a guest.
After a while he asks Hatimi in a most uncivil manner about the purpose
of his visit, upon which, Hatimi says, ‘‘I bore down upon him like a

(on the margin of the manuscript of the Mudiha there is the following addition or
variant: Logu, ¥ Lo ol 5 p-l ey [§ s 101 )).
The text in Ibn Khallikan and in Yafi‘1 is the same as in the Midiha (the variant is

not mentioned).

In the shorter version in Bisati’s ed. (above, p. 15), p. 254, lines 10-12, this

sentence appears as follows: 335 a8 lso ol 4oz 1031 3 4= 90 9 Canl>os

ol deluy 88 pau, b paed! Lo glany Y1 LS
Yaquat, VI, 506, line 2 reads: A_-J.LJ ; Badi‘l’s Subh does not have this sentence.
In the version represented by the Ambrosiana MS, fol. 2a, lines 6-8, and the Mecca
MS in the ed. by Shamma* (below, p. 29 ff.), p. 251, lines 9-11 we find:

(S ) a1V, o 6mbao Hl wdiny asdle 131 o> o v
Al pey GRy O]l L slet PLT,SH I LY R S & g O

plel Lle codin a8 Bl 5 pat ae LiolS (i) ol by
oo bdshi azon 105 assee I wdioy azdls 101 o e e
r:L_JSI\ l_(,._,_l.Sl A5 A8 5. (fascimile page of MS: %!Y_,J ) L,gY_,J
Ol bs (MS (yL3) L pu, Ry Gl L= lany

G (MS 35 ) 05 dadedl b ra @ LS (MS oeoal b )

In the version represented by Khafaji’s Raphana (below, p. 34 ff.), p. 421, line 7; the
Berlin MS, fol. 4154, lines 12-13; and the India Office MS, fol. 210a, lines 5-6, we
read:

P o eadl LIST a5 A s e ge 1L . . .
pl=¥l LSt o asbhe WYy bl e o 10l . .
sl vy o L—=al=t g
PVl ST a5 Al WY dshs Gl o 1D . .
Bl pgeiny e LS splady
ForA A:.:J_) , plur. q_!}b (from Persian )_L_,")), see E.W. Lane, An Arabic English
Lexicon (London-Edinburgh 1863 -1893), p. 1242¢.

46. Hatim1 emphasizes the lack of competence of these students, see Mudiha, p. 8, line 13-
p. 9, line 1. In the shorter version published by Bisati, p. 254, line 17 and in Yagqaut,
VI, 506, line 10, he speaks of the ‘‘rabble’’ (za‘nafa) which he finds in the company of
Mutanabbi (Badi‘t’s Subk, p. 129, line 9 uses the term jama‘a). So also in the
Ambrosiana MS, fol. 2a, line 17 and the Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘, p. 252,
line 1. Cf. also the reference to “‘clients’” (saghiya) on pp. 17 and 29 of the Mudiha and
to a ‘‘weak-minded youth’’ on p. 62. Hatimi makes an exception for a beautiful

young Alid from Kufa who (in the Madiha, p. 12, but not in the other versions) opens
the discussion (cf. Blacheére, pp. 226-227).
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torrent rushing down towards the bottom of the valley’’. He chastises
Mutanabbi for his lack of manners, his refusal to recognize him*’, or at
least to draw appropriate conclusions from Hatimi’s distinguished
appearance. As he works himself into a frenzy he asks Mutanabbi
whether he can lay claim to any form of distinction that would justify his
arrogant behaviour, but finally he allows himself to be pacified by the
other guests. He then questions Mutanabbi on isolated passages from his
poetry, and attacks his work pointing out instances of plagiarism as well
as stylistic and grammatical shortcomings, skilfully refuting all arguments
which Mutanabbi brings forward in his defense. Muhallabi and Mu‘izz
ad-Dawla are greatly pleased with the results of the debate. According to
the account in the Madiha, three further debates take place and the whole
affair ends in Mutanabbi’s flight to Kafa*. A shorter version of the risala
which comprises only a single debate between Hatimi and Mutanabbi is
preserved in the edition by Bisati which I have mentioned earlier (see
above, p. 15). It is also quoted in extenso by Yaqut (VI, 504-518) and by
Badi‘i in his Subh al-Munabbi (pp. 128—-142). This shorter version ends in
a reconciliation which allows the two opponents to part as good friends.
Badi‘?’s text and the text published by Bisati (but not the text in Yaqut)
even add a last sentence to the effect that Hatimi became so much
convinced of Mutanabbi’s merits as a poet that he decided to write

The shorter version published by Bisati, p. 254, line 7; Yaqat, VI, 505, line 14 (but
not Badi‘T’s Subk, p. 129, line 2); the Ambrosiana MS, fol. 2a, line 1; and the Mecca
MS in the ed. by Shamma’, p. 251, line 3 tell us that the meeting took place in the
Rabad Humayd (Mecca MS: Mahallat Humayd). The Khizana of ‘Abd al-Qadir al-
Baghdadi, II, 355, line 1, also locates Mutanabbi’s residence in this quarter which is
identified in Yaqat’s Mujam al-Buldan (Beirut 1374/1955) III, 256 and in G. Le
Strange, Baghdad During the Abbasid Caliphate (Oxford 1900; reprint New York-London-
Dublin 1972), pp. 15-16, 140, 147-148. According to Yaqut, V, 202, lines 17-18,
Mutanabbi stayed in Baghdad with his pupil, ‘Ali b. Hamza al-Basri. ‘Ali b. Hamza
later emigrated to Sicily and stayed there till the end of his life. U. Rizzitano, Storia ¢
Cultura nella Sicilia Saracena (Palermo 1975), p. 175 suggests that it was this ‘All b.
Hamza who introduced Mutanabbi’s poetry in Sicily.

47. Cf. above, p. 12, note 28. Hatimi makes no attempt here to remind Mutanabbi of
an earlier meeting at the court of Sayf ad-Dawla. Since elsewhere in the Midiha (pp.
91-92) he praises Sayf ad-Dawla, it is unlikely that he purposely avoids mentioning
his acquaintance with the ruler. Moreover the Midiha may have been written at a
time when the rivalry between Hamdanids and Buwayhids was no longer an issue (see
below, p. 52). It is possible therefore that Hatimi met Mutanabbi for the first time in
Baghdad (but perhaps not before the debate, cf. Madiha, p. 11, line 22: a-i ‘....._'éi_,
B Gl ,adl o,y B &= ) which means that he joined Sayf ad-
Dawla after Mutanabbi had left Aleppo in 346/957.

48. I have not succeeded in finding any confirmation of this interpretation of the motives
which prompted Mutanabbi to return to Kifa (cf. the various interpretations
suggested by Blachere, p. 229). See also Madiha, p. 3, lines 2—3 where Hatimi claims
that it was Muhallabi’s stated intention to try to make Mutanabbi feel uncomfortable
in Baghdad.
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another Risala Hatimiyya, and that the two became close friends while
Hatimi paid visits to Mutanabbi’s residence®.

This second Risala Hatimiyya, to which the shorter version of the first
alludes, may be the risala comparing verses by Mutanabbi and pseudo-
Aristotelian sententiae which is preserved not only in a considerable
number of (sometimes beautifully calligraphed) manuscripts and in five
printed editions*, but also in the Kitab al-Badi‘ of Usama b. Munqidh
(d. 584/1188)% and in quotations in the Mutanabbi commentary
attributed to ‘Ukbari (d. 616/1219)%2. It also appears on the margin of
the Mutanabbi commentary by a certain ‘Abdallah as-Siqilli preserved in
the MS Istanbul, Veliyeddin 2688 which is dated 570/1174-5. Yet there

may be some doubt about its authenticity, since biographies such as those
by Yaquat and Suyuti which offer a detailed list of Hatimi’s oeuvre do not
mention it. As far as I know, the first biographer to give an accurate

49.

50.

51.
52.

This final sentence runs as follows: £ Lo 4 asl s ey oo LJl Jus
ot des ol Jas JY ool 3> Lo add> 30>y aued
Alaasl o it 4.\_)_';'1 G pad WDy Aowe Moy (e -\S'L-"a_,
This sentence occurs also in the Subk (p. 142, lines 12-14: the only important variant
is the omission of the word ath-thaniya), though a note in Bisati’s ed. (p. 269, last line)
suggests that the sentence is not found in the manuscript of the Subh which he used
(see p. 253, note).
In Khafaji’s Rayhana (below, p. 34), p. 427, and the Berlin (fol. 444, lines 5-6) and
India Office (fol. 2115, lines 9-10) manuscripts of the same text the sentence reads as
follows: A;'.Jl_,..n >y as>las u.a&.a_:iJ_lt.’UJ KW o._._L:u_a.)_o_, fu-‘z
s bl Jes s Sl e
For the version in the Ambrosiana and Mecca MSS see below, p. 33. See also
Blachére, pp. 221-225. On p. 228 Blachére mentions, probably referring to the above
passage (the ed. of the Subh from which he quotes is not accessible to me), that Hatimi
paid several visits to ‘Al b. Hamza’s house where Mutanabbi was residing.
Hatim1 makes no mention of the earlier meeting between Mutanabbi and Mubhallabi
during which a debate with Abu ’l-Faraj al-Isfahani, the author of the Kitab al-Aghani,
took place, nor of a second meeting during which Mutanabbi had been expected to
recite a gasida in praise of Muhallabi (see ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Baghdadi, Khizana, ed.
A.M. Harin [Cairo 1388/1968], II, 355 [ =1, 385-386 of the old Bulaq ed.]). Nor is
there any support for Blachére’s interesting theory that Mutanabbi avoided becoming
closely associated with Muhallabi because he was hoping that he might eventually be
reconciled with Sayf ad-Dawla.
Antoine Poulade in Rdchid Soiiriya, Beirut 1868 (quoted by Blachere, p. 268, note, and
not accessible to me); at-Tuhfa al-Bahiyya wa-’t-Turfa ash-Shahiyya (Istanbul 1302), pp.
144-159; O. Rescher, ‘‘Die Risalet el-Hatimijje: ein Vergleich von Versen des
Motenabbi’ mit Ausspriichen von Aristoteles’’, in Islamica II (1926), 439-473; F.A.
al-Bustani in Mashriq XXIX (1931), 132-139, 196-204, 273-280, 348-355,
461-464, 623-632, 759-767, 854-859, 925-934. C. Brockelmann in his Geschichte der
arabischen Literatur, 2nd ed. (Leiden 1937-1949) S I, 141, mentions an edition in the
Wasila Adabiypa of Husayn al-Marsafi (Cairo 1292) which is not accessible to me. This
ed. is also mentioned in Bisati’s ed. of the shorter version, p. 270, note.
Ed. A.A. Badawi et al. (Cairo 1380/1960), pp. 264-283.
The work belongs to a younger contemporary of ‘Ukbari, see Sezgin, GAS, II, 495.
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description of the risala was Ibn al-Qifti (d. 646/1248) in his al-Muhammadin
min ash-Shu ‘ara’, though the same Ibn al-Qifti fails to mention it in his
Inbah™. Its attribution to Hatimi was known to the author of the Hikam
Ghariba who, according to W. Ahlwardt>*, wrote around 606/1209, to Ibn
al-Athir (d. 637/1239) who refers to it in his Istidrak®, and to Ibn Nubata
(d. 768/1366) who mentions it in his Sarh al- ‘Uyin®. It was also known to
the author of the commentary attributed to ‘Ukbari (7th/13th century)>.
Of the unpublished manuscripts or fragments of the text known to me,
six or seven do not have the title Risala Hatimiyya or any other indication
of the origin of the work, but only a descriptive title; nor does the name
Hatimi, as far as I know, appear anywhere in the first of the two
Mutanabbi commentaries or in Usama’s Badi‘. The final sentence of the
text in Badi‘T’s Subh and in the Bisatl edition may well be a later addition
or may refer to another work by Hatimi%.

These facts by themselves would not be enough to invalidate the
attribution of the work to Hatimi. Nor need the difference in the number
of parallels found in the various manuscripts and printed texts disturb us,
since it is easy to imagine that many scribes would not hesitate to add a

53. See above, pp. 8 and 14.

54. See Ahlwardt’s catalogue of the Berlin manuscripts (below, p. 23, note 67), no. 8364.

55. Diya’addin b. al-Athir, al-Istidrak fi 'r-Radd ‘ala Risalat b. ad-Dahhan, ed. H.M. Sharaf
(Cairo 1958), p. 48.

56. Ed. Muh. Abu ’I-Fadl Ibrahim (Cairo 1383/1964), p. 213.

57. ‘Ukbari, IV, 284. The same commentary (III, 345) also quotes a passage from Ibn
Waki‘ (d. 393/1003), a contemporary of Hatimi, in which Ibn Waki* denies that
Mutanabbi took the line

pladl Lol . oS a1 LS il calS 1D

(cf. Bustani’s ed., p. 276, no. 1) from Aristotle and instead claims that Mutanabbi
drew his inspiration from ‘Ubaydallah b. Tahir and other poets. Since there is no
mention of Hatimi, the passage can hardly be used as evidence that the risala was in
existence in Ibn Waki‘’s days.

58. In the shorter version of the first risala published by Bisati, p. 260; Badi‘l’s Subk, pp.
134-135; and Yaquat, VI, 510 (but not in the Mudiha) we find a saying by Aristotle
which, Hatimi believes, was versified by [Abu ‘Uthman Sa‘d (or Sa‘id) b. al-Hasan]
an-Najim (d. 314/926) and then plagiarized by Mutanabbi. So also in the version (see
below, p. 29 ff.) represented by the Ambrosiana MS, fol. 4a, lines 2—3 and the Mecca
MS in the ed. by Shamma‘, p. 258, lines 17-18. The version (see below, p. 34 ff.)
represented by Khafaji, p. 424 bottom; the Berlin MS, fol. 43a; and the India Office
MS, fol. 211a does not have the lines by Najim and lets Mutanabbi borrow directly
from Aristotle. The saying by Aristotle and the lines by Najim are also found in the
Hilyat al-Muhadara by Hatimi (below, p. 54), MS Fez, Qarawiyyin 2934, fol. 99a and
the Mawadd al-Bayan of ‘Ali b. Khalaf, MS Istanbul, Fatih 4128 (see my article ‘A
Fatimid Manual for Secretaries’’ in Annali dell’Istituto Orientale di Napoli, Vol. 37, pp.
295-337), fol. 158b. Of course this passage in the shorter versions of the first risala
only proves that Hatimi was interested in the sayings of Aristotle, not that he was
planning to devote a special treatise to Aristotle and Mutanabbi. A further indication,
however, that the two risalas are by the same author is found in the version
represented by the Ambrosiana MS and the Mecca MS, where we see Hatim1 using a
saying by Aristotle to support his criticism of Mutanabbi, see below, p. 34 note 133).
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maxim here and there that did not belong to the original collection
whenever they felt that this maxim was reflected in a line by Mutanabbi.
The number of paralles in the ‘Ukbari commentary cannot be established
without reading it from cover to cover, and I have not attempted to do
so; on the margin of the Siqilli commentary I counted 33 parallels in a
hand different from that of the copyist of the manuscript, so that we can
only be certain that they were noted down no earlier than 570, the date
of completion of the manuscript (I made no attempt to determine
whether there are also parallels in the text)’s; in Usama’s Badi‘ the
parallels are in the chapter on al-hall wa-’l-‘agd in a separate section
entitled (wa-min dhalika) al-munagala bayn Aristatalis al-Hakim wa Abi ’t-
Tayyib, and there are 93 parallels (against 100 in the edition by Bustani
and between 78 and 98 in most other sources). More puzzling are the
differences between the introductions that precede the lists of parallels
and, in some cases, the absence of any introduction or even a proper title
for this “‘Second Risala Hatimiyya’’ .

At this time the only manuscripts that are known to me directly (from
microfilms), or indirectly (from printed editions) are the following. I first
list the microfilms:

1. Saray, Sultan Ahmet III 2578/1 fols. 1a—225%

2. Ambrosiana C 158, fols. 776—84a%°

3. Ambrosiana N.F. F 301, fols. 16—84°!

58a Several poems are missing from this commentary and it seems likely therefore that the
text is incomplete; this would account for the small number of parallels quoted in the
margin.

59. See F. Sayyid, Fihris al-Makhtatat al-Musawwara (microfilms collected by the Arab
League) (Cairo 1954), p. 471a. Sayyid lists on 4714, also as Sultan Ahmet III 2578, a
manuscript with the same number of pages (23) dating from the fifth century.
According to Sezgin, GAS 11, 488, this is 2578/1, fols 12a-22b, which he too identifies
as dating from the fifth century. The microfilm in my possession has the same
number of pages (1a—22b); it shows a manuscript with a note on the title-page of
which only the date 757 is legible (the same date as that given by Sayyid on p. 471a
as the date of completion of the first manuscript) and which is probably not as old as
the fifth century. This suggests that Sayyid either listed the same manuscript twice or
gave a wrong number to a very old manuscript which happened to have the same
number of pages. That there is some degree of confusion becomes even more likely if
one keeps in mind that the MS Medine 548, which will be discussed below (p. 25)
also belonged to the fifth century, at least according to Sayyid. It appears on p. 471a
of his catalogue.

F.E. Karatay, Top Kap: Saray: Miizesi Kitiphanesi: Arapca Yazmalar Katalogu (Istanbul
1962-1969), IV, 289, nos. 8442 and 8443, lists two manuscripts of the Hatimiyya, EH
(Emanet Hazinesi) 1335 and A (Sultan Ahmet) 2578. The last manuscript must be
identical with the manuscript of which I have a microfilm: it contains, in addition to
the Hatimiyya but in a different handwriting, a text of the Mu ‘allagat and the incipit, as
quoted by Karatay, is the same as in my microfilm. The MS EH 1335 is identified by
Karatay as a manuscript dating from the ninth/fifteenth century.

60. E. Griffini, Catalogo dei manoscritti arabi di nuovo fondo della Biblioteca Ambrosiana di Milano
(Roma 1916-1919), p. 627.

61. Not yet catalogued (?), cf. Levi Della Vida (next note), p. xxI.
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4. Vatican 1375, fols. 103a-106a%?

5. Bibliothéque Nationale 3019, fols. 181a— 199453

As far as I can see, the texts in these manuscripts are all part of

majmu ‘a’s. The Sultan Ahmet MS contains 100 parallels; the MS
Ambrosiana C 158 has 92 parallels; the Vatican MS has 72 parallels;
and the Bibliotheque Nationale MS has 49 parallels. The MS
Ambrosiana N.F. F 300 has only 34 parallels, but it is incomplete;
according to the text of the same version published by Shamma*‘ which is
listed below under (11) there should have been 93.

The following manuscripts have been published in printed editions or are
known from the apparatus of the Bustani edition (above, p. 19, note 50):
6. Ayasofya 3582/3 published in facsimile by Rescher (above, p. 19,
note 50). It has 98 parallels.

7. an unidentified MS on which the first edition by Poulade (above,

p. 19, note 50) was based. This edition was used by Bustani in
preparing his own edition. He refers to it as <« (see pp. 200 and 201 of
Bustani’s ed.; see also pp. 273 and 933). It has 79 parallels.

8. Asir Efendi (Reisulkittap) 1190/6. The edition in the Tuhfa was based
on this manuscript (according to the introduction to Rescher’s ed., p
439). This Tuhfa edition was also used by Bustani who refers to it as &
(see pp. 201, 273, and 933 of Bustani’s ed.). The date is 644 and there
are 97 parallels®.

9. and 10. Beirut, Université St. Joseph, 341/1 and 342 used by Bustani
as the basis for his edition. Bustani refers to these manuscripts as =
and f (see p. 273) and offers a detailed description on pp. 202-204.
There are 98 and 99 parallels respectively (see also p. 933).

11. Mecca, Haram, Adab 255/5, listed by Sezgin and recently edited by
H.M. Shamma‘®. It has 93 parallels.

Of the manuscripts listed below (some of which offer no more than
quotations from the Risala) I have acquired microfilms only recently. I
have not attempted to compare them in detail to the five manuscripts
listed earlier and to the printed editions:

12. Bologna, Biblioteca Universitaria 3023, fols. 156—23a%

62. G. Levi Della Vida, Elenco dei manoscritti arabi islamici della Biblioteca Vaticana (Vatican
1935), p. 211.

63. G. Vadja, Index général des manuscrits arabes musulmans de la Bibliothéque Nationale de Paris
(Paris 1953), p. 417.

64. See the article by Rescher in Islamica (above, p. 19, note 50). Bustani and Sezgin
confirm this date and Sezgin indicates that the text of the Risala Hatimiyya covers fols.
72-96.

65. See Sezgin, GAS, II, 488. Sezgin identifies this text with the text published by Bisati
(see above, p. 15); we shall see later (below, p. 29 ff.) that it is a separate version
which combines the ‘‘first’” and the ‘‘second’’ risdla.

66. See V. Rosen, ‘‘Remarques sur les manuscrits orientaux de la collection Marsigli a
Bologne’’, Memorie dell’ Academia dei Lincei, ser. 3a, XIII (1883-1884), 163-295 under
no. 447.2 (?; this catalogue is not accessible to me).
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13. Berlin, Peterm. I, 183, fols. 123b6-124a%’

14. Berlin, Wetzstein II, 1229, fols. 446—485%8

15. Berlin, Wetzstein II, 1266, fols. 846—86a%°

16. Berlin, Wetzstein II, 1555, fol. 20547°

17. Berlin, Wetzstein II, 1752/5, fols. 63a—70a’"

18. Berlin, Ms. Or. oct 2962, fols. 78a—81a"?

19. Gotha, Ms. orient. A 1, fols. 36—-8a3

20. Gotha, Ms. orient. A 29, fols. 1746-176a

21. Gotha, Ms. orient. A 2234, fols. 1a—17a

22. Leipzig, Vollers 857/2, fols. 47a—5467*

23. Dar al-Kutub, Tal‘at 530 (twenty-three unnumbered pages)

24. Uncatalogued (?) MS in the Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyya listed as no.
35363 (thirty-nine unnumbered pages)

25. Dimyat, al-Ma‘had ad-Dini”’, fols 364a—373a

The Bologna manuscript gives the title as ar-Risala al-Hatimiyya, but does
not have the name of the author in the introduction or in the colophon
(see below, p. 28, note 93). I counted 95 parallels.

The MSS Peterm. I, 183, Wetzstein II, 1229, and Wetzstein II, 1266

67. The text is part of a world history with the title ‘Umdat al-‘Arifin. This manuscript, as
well as the five manuscripts that follow, are located in the Orientabteilung der Staats-
bibliothek Preussischer Kulturbesitz in Berlin. They have been described in W.
Ahlwardt, Verzeichniss der arabischen Handschriften der koniglichen Bibliothek zu Berlin, Berlin
1887-1899 (this manuscript is listed as no. 9492), except the last manuscript which is
a later acquisition.

68. Cf. Ahlwardt, no. 8364: The text is part of a work with the title al-Hikam al-Ghariba fi
I-‘Ibarat al-‘Ajiba by a unknown author who was alive in 606/1209.

69. Cf. Ahlwardt, no. 3906. The text is part of a majmi ‘a that has no title of its own and
contains sections in Arabic, Persian, and Turkish. The MS dates from approx.
1200/1785.

70. Cf. Ahlwardt, no. 3695. The text is part of a majmiu ‘a (?) dated 785/1383.

71. Cf. Ahlwardt, no. 9797. The text is part of a majmi ‘a which begins with a work that
was copied in 1138/1725.

72. See Verzeichniss der orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland, Band XVII, Reihe B: E.
Wagner, Arabische Handschriften, Teil I, p. 445, lines 2—4. The risala appears in a
collection which was apparently composed for private use by a certain Kaz b. Antin.
Its title is Mayma‘ az-Zahr al- “Atir li-Inshirah al-Khatir and the MS is an autograph dated
Aleppo 1780.

73. Both the MS A 1 and the MS A 29 are majmi ‘as. The catalogue by W. Pertsch is not
available to me and I owe this information to the courtesy of Dr. H. Claus, Director
of the Forschungsbibliothek Gotha, Schlosz Friedenstein.

74. See K. Vollers, Katalog der islamischen, etc. Handschriften der Universitats-Bibliothek zu
Leipzig (Leipzig 1906), p. 285. The MS dates from 1006/1597-1598 and also contains
the Kitab as-Siyasa ft ‘Ilm al-Firasa of Abu ‘Abdallah b. Abi Talib.

75. See Majallat Ma ‘had al-Makhtitat al- ‘Arabiyya (Revue de ’Institut des Manuscrits Arabes) 111,
2 (Cairo 1957), p. 344, last line: ar-Risala al-Hatimiyya li-’l-Hatimi, nuskha min al-qarn
as-sadis. The Dar al-Kutub in Cairo has two photocopies of this manuscript, one
catalogued as Adab 5168 and the other as Adab 7196. The photographs were
examined by Dr. M. Fishbein who also copied the introduction for me. The
manuscript has no date and presumably no title page.
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contain abstracts from the risala. The first mentions, in the context of a
discussion on the works of Aristotle, that Mutanabbi borrowed from this
philosopher and then offers examples (I counted only 13) taken from a
Kitab an-Naza’ir of which it does not mention the author and which, in its
complete form, contained hundred hikmas. The second mentions that
Hatimi compared Aristotle to Mutanabbi, but does not give the title of
Hatimi’s book. It offers 56 parallels, if I counted them correctly. The
third consists of a few closely written pages of notes taken from a Managil
bayn al-Mutanabbi wa-’l-Hakim Aristu without specification of the author. I
counted 78 maxims and it therefore contains the complete text or a
substantial portion of it. The MS Wetzstein II, 1555, fol. 2054 contains
only two parallels without indication of their origin. The two remaining
Berlin manuscripts offer what appears to be the complete risala, since
there is also an introduction, and indicate the name of the author without
a clear indication of what the title should be. I counted 93 and 78
parallels respectively.

The MS Gotha A 29 is again an abstract of 12 parallels entitled Kalam al-
Hakim Anistatalis nathran wa-Abi ’t-Tayyib al-Mutanabbi nazman without
mention of the name of the author. The MS A1 has no title, but gives
the name of the author (ash-shaykh al-imam al- ‘alim al-awhad al-Hatimi) in
the introduction. I counted 81 parallels.

The MS Gotha A 2234 is in a category by itself, since along with the
versifications by Mutanabbi of Aristotle’s sententiae, it also offers
versifications of the same sententiae by a certain ar-Riyadi whom I have
not succeeded in identifying’®. It has 93 parallels, a number that is also
found in some of the other versions, but no introduction. The title is
Kitab al-Hatimiyya (sic). There is no colophon; the handwriting suggests
that it is a manuscript of recent date.

The Leipzig MS has no title, but gives the name of the author in the
introduction. I counted 83 parallels.

Information on three manuscripts in Egypt was provided by my
colleague, Dr. M. Fishbein, who also helped me to obtain photostats.
The Tal‘at MS and (presumably) the Dimyat MS have no title page.
The Tal‘at MS gives the name of the author in the introduction and the
title, Risala Hatimiyya, in the colophon. The Dimyat MS has an
introduction, but does not give the name of the author (I have no
information on the colophon). The MS 35363 of the Dar al-Kutub has a
title-page which contains the names of Aba ‘Ali Muhammad b. al-Hasan
(?) and al-Hakim (?) Aristalis (sic), both partially obliterated by a library
stamp (Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyya: Qism at-Taymdriyya?); above these
two names we find in what may be a different handwriting:

76. C. Brockelmann, Geschichte der arabischen Literatur, 2nd ed. (Leiden 1937-1949), G I,
88, mentions this manuscript, but was apparently also unsuccessful in his attempts to
identify the second poet.
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o usole pSsJl LS | In the Tal‘at MS I counted 94 parallels and in

the MS 35363 of the Dar al-Kutub 87. I have no information on the
number of parallels in the Dimyat MS.

Finally I have a few notes on a manuscript in Istanbul, the MS Saray,
Medine 548; these notes were provided by Professor A.A. Ambros who
kindly took time off from a busy schedule and managed to examine the
manuscript very briefly. There is no title or introduction and it is likely
that one or two folios are missing”’. (The manuscript is clearly part of a
majmii ‘a; the last page of the preceding text contains a sama‘ note dated
23 Rabi‘ I, 655, but this sama‘ note is in a different handwriting.) The
colophon contains only a doxology preceded by: J oYl Liare> 5,4

e sl e ews aldl s LE ) e . There are over 70
parallels.”’
Of the following manuscripts there exist brief descriptions in catalogues
or periodicals. These descriptions do not suggest that they offer any new
information on the history of the text or the identity of its author (except
perhaps the San‘a MS), though it is impossible to draw definite
conclusions:
Ayasofya 401378
Ayasofya 4014
Asir Efendi (Reisulkittap) 1163/11
Asir Efendi (Reisulkittap) 116470
Fatih 532380

77. According to F. Sayyid, Fihris al-Makhtitat al-Musawwara (above, p. 21, note 59), p.
471a, the manuscript was copied in 479 by a certain Muhammad b. Ibrahim b.
Makki b. Mubhassin al-Qayrawani. Sezgin, GAS II, 488 must have seen this
manuscript since he indicates the page numbers; but he fails to note that it has no
date and not even a title or introduction, even though the description in Sayyid’s
catalogue was known to him. If there is still an old manuscript in existence that was
wrongly listed by Sayyid and overlooked by Sezgin, it would obviously be interesting
to know whether the author is identified there as Hatimi, since the oldest attribution
dates, as we have seen, from the late sixth or early seventh century (above, pp.
19-20 and 23, note 68).

78. See O. Rescher in Wiener Zeitschr. fiir die Kunde des Morgenl., XXVI (1912), 64-65.
Here Rescher suggests that Ayasofya 4013 was used in the 7uhfa edition, though later
in his own edition in Islamica II (1926), 439 he identified as such the MS Asir Efendi
1190. The manuscript is dated 786.

79. In the Islamica article (p. 439) Rescher describes these manuscripts in the following
terms: ‘‘Was die iibrigen Mss. (Aja Sofja 4013/14 und ‘Agir-Ef. 1163/4) anlangt, so
kommen diese — weil z.T. spateren Datums, z.T. weniger komplett — hier nicht
weiter in Frage’’. Sezgin, GAS, II, 488 gives the number of the third manuscript as
1163/11, the folio nos. as 175-80, and the date as 789. See also next note.

80. See Rescher in Zeitschr. der deutschen morgenlind. Ges., LXVIII (1914), 387 and note 5.
Rescher indicates that in 1164 we have the same Risala Hatimiyya that also exists in
1163, and mentions one more manuscript in Fatih 5323. In the same majmi ‘a there is
a Kitab al-Ittisa“ by Aristotle copied in 850.
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Mosul, Hasaniyya®

San‘a, Imam Yahya 61%

Algiers, Bibliotheque du Musée®3

Dar al-Kutub, Adab 28038¢

Saray, E.H. (Emanet Hazinesi) 1335%

Sezgin (GAS, 11, 488) lists several other manuscripts and suggests that
some of these may turn out to be copies of the shorter version of the
Risala Mudiha (i.e. the version published by Bisati which is also quoted in
Badi‘c’s Subh and in Yaqut) rather than manuscripts of the ‘‘Second
Risala Hatimiyya’’ . Finally ‘Addal‘aziz al-Maymani points out the
existence of a manuscript in the library (the Asafiyya) in Hyderabad®.

I offer here a few observations on the texts of the ‘‘Second Risala
Hatimiyya’ that are accessible to me in print or in microfilm, limiting
myself for the time being to the introductions. A complete description
would, of course, have to include a comparison between the numbers of
parallels in the different versions and, if possible, a stemma showing how
these different versions are related®’. Attempts I made several years ago
on the basis of the first ten texts listed above yielded no clear results, and
I decided to abandon them till I could obtain microfilms of the other
manuscripts, especially the manuscripts dating from the seventh century
and earlier. In the introduction to his edition published in Islamica,
Rescher observes that the similarity between Aristotelian maxims and
Mutanabbi quotations is not always very convincing, and it would be

81. See Dawad Celebi, Kitab Makhtitat al-Mawsil (Baghdad 1346/1927), p. 128, no. 108.
The manuscript is part of a majmi ‘a. The title is indicated as Risalat Abi ‘Ali al-Hatimi
al-Baghdads fima ata bihi al-Mutanabbi fi abyathihi min al-hikam muwafigan li-aqwal
Aristatalis.

82. See [‘A.] al-Maghribi, Makhtitat Yamaniyya fr Khizanat Kutub al-Imam Yahya, in Majallat
al-Majma“ al- ‘Ilmi al- ‘Arabi;, XXVIII (1953), 132. The manuscript is part of a majmi ‘a.
The title is indicated as ar-Risdla al-Hatimiyya fi ma akhadhahu al-Mutanabbt min kalam al-
hukama’ (!) wa-adkhalahu fi shi‘rih.

83. See E. Fagnan, Catalogue général des manuscrits des bibliothéques publiques de France,
Départements-tome XVIII: Alger (Paris 1893), p. 148. The manuscript probably dates
from the 7th/13th century.

84. Listed in the old catalogue (Fihris al-Kutub al- ‘Arabiyya al-Mawjida bi-’d-Dar), Vol. 111
(Cairo 1926), p. 165, but not in the new catalogue (1973). I owe this information to
Dr. M. Fishbein. A search in the stacks failed to bring this manuscript to light.

85. See above, p. 21, note 59. Sezgin, GAS, II, 488 lists as Emanet 1355 a manuscript
from the eighth/fifteenth century which is perhaps identical with the manuscript
mentioned by Karatay.

86. ‘A. al-Maymani ar-Rajkati, Ziyadat Diwan Shi‘r al-Mutanabbi (Cairo 1346), p. 13.

87. I may undertake this task at some future time. At present I feel that it is not feasible,
and perhaps not worthwhile, to consider preparing a new edition of the text which, of
course, would justify the trouble of preparing a more accurate description. For the
same reason I have not attempted to offer a full list of refernces for the manuscripts to
which I have had access.
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interesting to see if this is also true of the earliest versions which might
well contain a much smaller number of parallels. Moreover I felt that a
study of this kind should include a list of those maxims that appear also
in other collections of sententiae of supposedly Greek origin (in identifying
such cases my attempts had been partially successful)®, and a
comparison between the Risala Hatimiyya and risalas on similar themes,
such as the Kitab Mudahat Amthal Kitab Kalila wa-Dimna bima Ashbahaha
min Ash‘ar al-‘Arab of Abu ‘Abdallah Muhammad b. al-Husayn al-
Yamani® and the Amthal Sa’ira min Shi‘r al-Mutanabbi of the Sahib Ibn
‘Abbad®, both contemporaries of Mutanabbi and Hatimi.
Most texts and abstracts of the ‘‘Second Risala Hatimiyya’’
introduction; those that do have an introduction, give it in different
forms: )

A. A long version represented by 1, 8, 9, 10, 17, 22, 23 and 25 of the
above list. We have seen that this version has been reproduced in the
Tuhfa edition and in the edition by Bustani. It consitsts of three parts:
(a) an exposition on ‘‘justice’’ or ‘‘impartiality’’ (‘adl), which is perhaps
intended to justify the favorable judgement which the author expresses
here on Mutanabbi as compared to the severe criticism expressed in the
Midiha and in the shorter versions of the Miudiha or, more likely, to give
additional weight to his motive for writing a risala in defence of
Mutanabbi. His immediate motive is that he finds his opponents
disagreeing with him on the merits of the poet because his poetry is alien

are without an

88. Some of my findings correspond with those of I. ‘Abbas, 7a’rikh an-Nagd al-Adabi ‘ind
al-‘Arab: Nagd ash-Shi‘r (Beirut 1391/1971), pp. 245-250. ‘Abbas demonstrates that
some of the maxims are attributed to other Greek philosophers and that it would be
possible to find further examples of Greek sententiae that are reflected in Mutanabbi’s
poetry.

89. Ed. M.Y. Najm, Beirut 1961.

90. Ed. M.H. Al Yasin, Baghdad 1385/1965. As is to be expected, this treatise contains a
considerable number of lines that are also found in the Hatimiyya (it has 53 lines in
common with the Hatimiyya in the ed. by Bustani), though there is no other indication
that the two works are in any way related.

Ibn Tabataba al-‘Alawi (d. 322/934) believes that Aristotle inspired the poets Salih b.
‘Abdalquddis and Abu ’l-‘Atahiya, see his ‘Iyar ash-Shi‘r, ed. T. al-Hajiri and M.Z.
Salam (Cairo 1956), p. 80. See also Hatim1, Hilyat al-Muhadara, MS Fez 2934, fol.
98a-b: the same parallel for Salih and a different parallel for Abu ’l-‘Atahiya.

The MS Berlin, Wetzstein 1229 (above, p. 23, note 68) has on fols. 96a—101a a Fas!
ft nubadh min kalam ba‘d al-hukama’ wa-’l-Mutanabbi wa-fi fadl al- ‘adl wa-zinatih wa-qubh
az-zulm wa shinatih min kalam Jalinis al-hakim wa-’l-Mutanabbi.

Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya (d. 751/1350) maintains that even the poet Jarir drew his
inspiration from Aristotle, see his Rawdat al-Muhibbin, ed. A. ‘Ubayd (Cairo
1375/1956), p. 138. A similar claim with regard to Akhtal and ‘‘a Greek sage’’ (ba‘d
al-Yinaniyyin) in Hilya, fol. 98a, lines 5-6.

Recent attempts to compare the poetry of Mutanabbi to the Iliad of Homer (see G.
Ghurayyib, al-Mutanabbi [Beirut 1967], pp. 478-484) show that the genre still
persists!
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to them®!; (b) a short exposition (which may not have come down intact)
on the human intellect as it manifests itself in the composition of prose
and poetry; (c) a statement to the effect that Mutanabbi versified
‘‘philosophical themes and subjects derived from logic’’ (ata fi shi‘rihi bi-
aghradin falsafiypatin wa-ma ‘anin mantigiyyatin) which means that he was
either an accomplished student of philosophy, or an independent poet-
philosopher who formulated, by coincidence, the same themes and
subjects as Aristotle, and by doing so in a concise and eloquent manner
demonstrated the superiority of his style over that of the philosophers; in
either case his achievement would have been most outstanding. To prove
his point, the author will put side by side sayings by Aristotle and lines
of poetry from the oeuvre of Mutanabbi??,

B. A second long version represented by 4 and, perhaps, 12 which
consists of (a) (if my interpretation of the partially corrupt text is correct)
a statement to the effect that Mutanabbi is underestimated by some
people because they cannot understand him?. Then follow (b) and (c) in
essentially the same form as in the preceding version.

91. J_,,_,wwbt_g_la_._ouﬁ_,»eﬁl_‘_ou__,.u sl

(variant: po 1 o381 ,80) 6,08 em sty ais pd g
I am not certain however how this passage (especially the term ‘me._",_l.c o9 ) is
to be understood.

92. Assuming that this introduction, as well as the risala itself, are authentic, I would find
it difficult to agree with those critics (e.g. Blachére, p. 269) who believe that Hatimi’s
praise of Mutanabbi was a mere pretence intended to cover up an attempt to show
that Mutanabbi’s work was un-Islamic, or to emphasize yet another aspect of
Mutanabbi’s plagiarism.

93. The Vatican MS (4) has, after the basmala:

ol il JU e bt aSon AL L)l el el
el il Leenl ) L) anlslse aldl ¥ esladl Lo
oy wan gle b Gl o sl bl ol 7 a8 phe e
el el G5l b phey /eyl Gl e ey al,
aby Jpeotasl ((9) hey e pdpde ads e oD O cale
ooe e Jaball (5D e eot

The Bologna MS (11) begins as follows:
ol B g1 oY ae JUB (ade) des ]l AL )
PR P U | EOUS TN | IO | PR O ISP | I I PN WS |
aby a1 ST by / mdsds S5l e el Led (sic) ad
¢ s d_,_a_a_l\ God e vt

The text in the Bologna manuscript may of course be a mutilated version of the text
mentioned under 4.
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C.

A version represented by 3 and 11 which joins the first risala (i.e. the

debate) to the ‘‘Second Risala Hatimiyya’’. It consist of (a) a paragraph in
which Hatimi explains (if my reading of the text is correct) that he feared
to become the target of Mutanabbi’s wrath, made up his quarrel with the

poet, and recognized his merits®*. This prompted him to write down
those verses which corresponded to what the philosophers (plural!) had
said (al-abyat min shi‘rih al-mugabala lima qalat al-hukama’) and which also
happened to be his most precious achievements (al-jami‘a lijawahir
shi‘rih), so that [henceforth?] harmonious relations existed between the
two (wa-hasuna ’l-halu bayni wa-baynahu); and (b) a statement about
Mutanabbi’s versification of philosophical themes. This part of the
introduction is the same as that under (c) in the two preceding versions,
but does not link up as clearly with the beginning of the introduction as
it does in the two preceding versions®.

D. A version represented by 7, 18, and 19 which, after the author has
been mentioned, goes straight to the statement on Mutanabbi’s
versification of philosophical themes. The wording of the three
introductions in this version does not show important differences®.

The manuscripts mentioned under 2, 5, 6, 20, 24, the MS Saray,
Medine 548, and the abstracts have no introduction (the Medine MS is
probably incomplete). The manuscript under 6 is the text used in the
facsimile edition with translation published by Rescher. Rescher does not
even mention the existence of an introduction, though he must at least
have known that it existed in the Tuhfa edition. The careful edition by
Bustani, which includes an introduction by the editor, a critical
apparatus, and notes, is therefore the only standard edition of the
‘““‘Second Risala Hatimiyya’’, even though the authenticity of the
introduction, the correct number of parallels, and even the authenticity of
the work as a whole remains to be established.

Next a few words must be said about two versions of the report on the
debate between Hatimi and Mutanabbi which have been mentioned
earlier, but have not been discussed in detail. One of the two (the first

94. See below, p. 33.
9. ezl le oof Js edp el ey i Jadl Gy
D R B R L ISV | B OV, Ui S | ) (TR
Cadbiie Glae g et Uan )t bLIT e dcu s ol el

Note that there is no longer question of other hukama’ as in the preceding paragraph,
but only of Aristotle; but cf. also the somewhat repetitious phrase towards the end of

the paragraph:  Jy-. . (s ;1-5: I fl’-s sy 8 pal e J,)J.‘ L_',i_}
u_Ll,u_s asl yel g aoly anle Jasy dwd (55 alas e o
aaSo|

See below, pp. 32-33 for the complete text.

96. The text of no. 7 appears on p. 275 of the Bustani ed.
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part of the text under C) is preserved in the MS Ambrosiana N.F. F 300
and the MS Mecca, Haram, Adab 255/5 edited by H. M.
ash-Shamma‘%’ under the title Munazara bayn Abi ’t-Tayyib al-Mutanabbi
wa-’l-Hatim7, the second is preserved in Khafaji’s Rayhana, in a
manuscript in the Staatsbibliothek in Berlin, and in a manuscript of the
Tadhkira Salahiyya in the India Office Library in London.

Almost all of the second half of the Ambrosiana manuscript is missing, so
that it only covers the beginning of the ‘‘first risala’’ and the beginning of
the “‘second risala’’, but the Munazara is complete. Though the Munazara
occasionally offers a better text than the Ambrosiana manuscript, it
shares with this manuscript some manifest errors suggesting that the two
versions are closely related. The importance of this published version is
further reduced by numerous inaccuracies on the part of the editor (these
are clearly evident when one compares his text with the three pages he
reproduces in facsimile!) which makes it hard to rely on his text as a true
copy of the Mecca manuscript. Some of the most interesting passages in
the two texts are corrupt, and even where the text is understandable
there may be a few lacunae. In some cases I have tacitly corrected
evident mistakes; in other cases I have simply reproduced both versions.
Where I offer only one text the two versions do not show important
differences. I hope to prepare at some future time a list of corrections to
Shamma“’s edition which takes into account parallel passages in the three
other accounts of the debate.

I quote here the introduction of the work as it appears in the Ambrosiana
manuscript with some variants from the edition by Shamma‘:

o bl £t 138 9 [ ay] el paedl aU e
bl A B[O ] ezl () el o e Gl T e

et Wl )T 7 s il el Glalas CLiS gy el

100

Ov Dt Ow omwadl aldlae el clusl gl JU pSed)
Oty @ G 5 Slase o ST ol el o LSl s
e ol JLG st e bl T Sh g, ady Bilanll,
ot Gl Banbe i gl asme o S Al Gar Lol preadl 0 e

97. 1 failed to make a note of the place and date of publication.
98. Not in the Mecca MS.

99. The ed. by Shamma‘ has: J 38 el 2l aay —LlsS 4n4 , but from

the facsimile page it appears that the Mecca MS probably has the same reading as the
Ambrosiana MS.
100. The Ambrosiana MS has: &1,
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PJJ oy padl CJLo_, : ol st 309> I gudl 9 Jasdlo ot sl

ol e L max ol agi b gl e ald B oS

02

; .. 103 5 . . . , —
prose JW5 0 51 g e Lo 8 US 5o ool ey Ly

JU e Y1 e 50 polale ¥y oels Y1 6 1 el L
[ PCETPRNIE P OCSE ENE ST O | ) N C e G A )
104 : .

J__,.S_J\ F\JJ__.ua._';_H A5 5

There are some interesting details in this account of Hatim1’s meeting
with Mutanabbi which are not in the version edited by Bisatl (and the
text of the same version in Badi‘T’s Subh and in Yaqut) or in the Midiha:
Following his arrival in Baghdad Mutanabbi pays several visits to Mu‘izz
ad-Dawla (what happens during these visits is not mentioned); on his
way to Mu‘izz ad-Dawla’s palace he only returns the greetings of those
who greet him first!%; Hatimi, at the request of Muhallabi, takes upon
himself to vindicate Mu‘izz ad-Dawla!%; the students attending
Mutanabb1’s classes study, in addition to Mutanabbi’s poetry, the works
of Mubarrad which Mutanabbi knows by heart!?’; the riding animal
which Hatimi uses on his way to meet Mutanabbi had been provided by
Muhallabi!'®; during the discussion a member of the audience dares to

101. The ed. by Shamma‘ has: 4 lsJl 354> ol ol g Jas I

102. So in both manuscripts. Read: oS o Lo ol o> 23
L arlun e asdy (7).

103. The ed. by Shamma* reads ! 5! 9 oy , but from the facsimile page it
appears that the Mecca MS probably has the same reading as the Ambrosiana MS.

104. The ed. by Shamma* has: # L , S\,

105. Ambrosiana MS, fol. 15, lines 27-28; Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘, p. 250,
lines 13-14 (read of 5 for ol ).

106. Ambrosiana MS, fol. 15, lines 28-30; Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘, p. 250,
line 14-p. 251, line 2. . i
107. Ambrosiana MS, fol. 2a lines 1-3: 5_y=i ale (599,52 *Yon oolasd oSy

ads el ot LSy o el Ao o S )l T CS
Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘, p. 251, lines 4-6: £ )I:,m salas LS,
Sl S e e sl T S, el el ()
s edy LS

108. Ambrosiana MS, fol. 2a, lines 3-5; Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘, p. 251, lines
6-8.

31



contradict Mutanabbi and Mutanabbi orders his son Muhassad!? to oust
the man from the room, but Hatimi prevails upon Mutanabbi to let him
stay!!%; Hatim1 was a katib in the service of a Turkish dignitary at the
time the meeting took place!!!; Hatim1 admits that he is afraid of what
Mutanabbi might do to him and this is one of the reasons why he makes
up his quarrel’'?. What this version has in common with the Bisati
version and the third short version which will be discussed later is that all
short versions give about equal attention to Mutanabbi’s shortcomings as
a poet, his plagiarisms, and his claim of not being acquainted with the
poetry of Aba Tammam (whom he nevertheless plagiarizes).
Mutanabbi’s ignorance of the history of certain themes and his poor
knowledge of lexicography are also emphasized.

The first risala in the Ambrosiana manuscript covers six folios (fols.
16-66), and the Mecca manuscript five (twenty printed pages). The two
texts end with a paragraph that concludes the account of the meeting and
also serves as an introduction to the ‘‘Second Risala Hatimiyya’’:

MS Ambrosiana N.F. F 300, fol 6a, last line (= p. 268, line 12 of the
edition of the Mecca MS by Shamma‘):

O OLS oo W s L1l o ) bt (A e
Gl Gl cday plar G enS,) Y ol ande ey s
il s el il il oy I e S ey B clilas,
el e M el rasly T (T) e el s
iy Lo 5, Lan Lol s o, m oo oSy Jodl ale cuoad

31 eaS, Jdl ddass o ity adyodl jae I 30leall e
oS | I U | ea s S ) W =Y e gy oY ST WD

MEeale o JWs adgadl sae U de Jso dele axl peloadl o e

109. T follow the vocalisation of this name adopted by Blachére (see index) which I have
not succeeded in verifying.

110. Ambrosiana MS, fol. 4a, line 31-fol. 45, line 7; Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘,
p- 260, line 8.

111. Cf. above, p. 13.

112. See the final paragraph quoted below.

113. Illegible in the Mecca MS.

114. The Ambrosiana MS has: , ., . 69> 9 Y W a1 e "SJ (the last word is not

clear). The Mecca MS has: , , , 83> 5 a2 -y WS\ s c‘._‘..S_, (the last word
is illegible).

115. The Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘ has: I ade>0 .

116. The Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘ has: <ealel .
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a0 st o Gad 05 a2l par JU uiiall s gazladl 0 0LS Le
s e Lo e 120 b e 119 f"*-‘i L?_éne
o yand dxl S 90 e Jandn o P aa el sy sl
clodl oS Gl eda olass azel oy adas I plswl 5 Goee JS

o2l and daeladl ooy fleSodl P el Led allEall o,ei e

N L I e L LI TR T
T ) T S POLUN | WO | IRNUR U I N | R0 [ ECRCPRPPE SN |

BOLS LU adhie Glaey!® L Jbla )i BLUT oo dbuls 1 2L

Bl oS T L0 o8 Gt s cony by e o A el
Sl ¥l awsll ole ol 285 LYl o ole P oS0 Gl

. . 129 . ey (2
130“—45:._“ ‘a)lso.oj dJ_:.&Q..o..\JJl l—;‘J A—‘—‘_)-“J Jbl——“—h“_} UN—.‘—“J
. 3
G,y aoly aale Jady o win b alas oo o Jaza P
ColS 101 prSodl Gudlblan, i JUs Lo elds yabd  daSodl odb 3

DY ‘,1,..:_”
It is tempting to accept the testimony by a contemporary of Hatimi as
evidence that the ‘‘Second Risala Hatimiypa’’ is authentic. I do not feel
that this is possible, since there is no external evidence to confirm this
version of the debate, or any particular reason why we should consider it

117. The Ambrosiana MS has: | jous aiw (- Lsw . The Mecca MS has: Las a5

118. Illegible in the Mecca MS.

119. Unpointed in the Ambrosiana MS.

120. The meaning of this last sentence is not clear and there may be a lacuna. I am not
certain whether Hatimi or Mu‘izz ad-Dawla is the subject and hesitate to propose an
emendation, though several could be suggested, e.g.:  az,l s u—' o Qlﬁ_,

oo rl.si__i o, O rl__.,‘l o Ao lie e o o LS,

121. The Ambrosiana MS probably has: ats> 4
122. One could suggest reading: azis P TN ani> g |
123. The Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘ has: 4= JL5 et alolie]l o

124. The Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma“ has: 6 yni o, g2l daeladl (sic).
125. The Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘ has: G . JUbUa ¥ LLsJT s .

126. The Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘ has: (S .

127. Not in the Mecca MS according to the ed. by Shamma“.

128. The Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma*‘ adds: ¢lJ3 .

129. Unpointed in the Ambrosiana MS; the Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘ has:

130. The Ambrosiana MS has: GeS>J| .

131. The Ambrosiana MS has: Lol .
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more reliable than the other versions. The date it gives for Mutanabbi’s
arrival in Baghdad, 355, is wrong (Mutanabbi died in 354), and it is not
easy to attribute this date to a copyist error. The paragraph beginning
with Fa-hadani dhalika and ending with wa-hasuna ’I-halu bayni wa-baynahu
suggests that the ‘‘Second Risila’’ was composed while Mutanabbl was
still in Baghdad; yet it contains a line that belongs to Mutanabbi’s last
poem which he wrote shortly before his death!32. On the other hand there
can be little doubt that whatever role Husayn b. Mahmud may have
played as an editor of the two risalas, the account of the debate is
essentially Hatim1’s, since the involved, sometimes obscure, but always
lively style is the same we know from the Mudiha. It is also interesting to
note that the ‘‘Second Risala’’ (in the Mecca manuscript, since most of
the second part of the Ambrosiana manuscript is missing) has 93
parallels, a number that, as we have seen, is also found in another old
version, that by Usama. Moreover, the Husayn b. Mahmud version of
the ‘‘First Risala’’ anticipates one of the maxims which appears later in
the ““Second Risala’’ in the form of a parallel!*. Perhaps we would be on
firmer ground if Husayn b. Mahmid could be identified, but the
collections of biographies at my disposal do not give his name!**. Nor did
I find him in any of the collections of poetry and prose where one might
expect literary critics interested in poetry of the fourth/tenth century to
be quoted. It is to be hoped that one of the manuscripts listed by Sezgin
which I did not see will turn out to be a text of the Husayn b. Mahmud
version.

Equaly interesting, but more on account of its omissions, is a text
preserved in Shihabaddin al-Khafaji’s (d. 1069/1658) Rayhanat
al-Alibba’'®, in the MS Peterm. II 228 of the Staatsbibliothek in

132. Page 293 of the ed. by Shamma‘ corresponding to p. 927, no. 87 in BustanI’s ed.
133. Ambrosiana MS, fol. 25, lines 10-13; Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘, p. 253,

lines 2-4: a4t e F ATl aBo s ud Lo ‘u_rf‘—” oS I oo
olads dadl 5o ol Il 1 3JLS0 | 2 se Lalll eldd sle b,
¥l ilax gp GaJl eas e foadlo e 35y Syasedl S

. (the ed. by Shamma* has =il o ,3) ca¥i £ g (S|
Cf. p. 289, line 15 of the ed. by Shamma‘ (= Bustani’s ed., p. 761, no. 58): Js

Cogamedl 9 plale sadl o Baln pdl enSedl
Cf. also the parallel between Mutanabbi, Najim, and Aristotle (above, p. 20, note
58) which is in all three versions.

134. Cf. however Ta’r. Bagh., VIII, 101-102; Ibn al-Jawzi, Muntazam (above, p. 14, note
35), VII, 192 where a certain Aba ‘Abdallah al-Husayn b. Muhammad b. Sulayman
al-Katib who lived “‘in the city of al-Mansur’’ is mentioned among those who died
in the year 387. His biography does not give us any clues that would justify his
identification with our Husayn b. Mahmaud.

135. Ed. ‘A .M. al-Hulw (Cairo 1386/1967), 11, 421-427.
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Berlin'3¢, and in a manuscript of the Tadhkira Salahiyya of Salahaddin
Khalil b. Aybak as-Safadi (d. 764/1363) in the India Office Library!?’,
which is yet another version of the debate between Hatimi and
Mutanabbi. It states that Mutanabbi, when he came to Baghdad,
behaved in an arrogant manner, that Hatimi visited him and challenged
him in the presence of his students though at the end of the meeting the
challenger and his unsuccessful opponent parted as good friends, that
Hatimi recognized the merits of Mutanabbi’s poetry, and that this
prompted him to write his Risala Hatimiyya. As in the other versions, it is
Hatimi himself who tells the story, but strangely enough there is no
mention here of either Mu‘izz ad-Dawla or Muhallabi inciting Hatimi to
try to humiliate Mutanabbi, nor of Ibn Fasanjus!* reporting news of the
debate to Muhallabi. Except for the final sentence, Hatim1 gives no
indication that he had any appreciation for Mutanabbi’s gifts as a poet.
The number of examples quoted from Mutanabbi’s work is limited to
six. The risala is therefore much shorter than the ‘‘shorter version’’ in
Bisatl’s edition (which is also reported by Yaqut and Badi‘l) and the
version in the Ambrosiana and Mecca manuscripts, so that we now have
actually three shorter versions. This does not mean, however, that
Khafaji’s text is simply a digest of the shorter version in Bisati’s edition
as the editor of the Rayhana (p. 421, note 2) suggests. Nor is it a digest of
the Madiha. It should rather be considered as a fourth version which
draws phrases from the short versions and the Mudiha, though it is
undoubtedly closer to the former. This makes it likely that what we have
here is one more account of the meeting between Hatimi and
Mutanabbi. But how to explain the absence of any reference to the
rivalries which led to this meeting and the personalities involved?

Were they simply omitted because whoever composed this version was
not interested in these details? It is possible. But this does not explain
why the risala does not in other respects agree with one of the other
versions; for this is precisely what one would expect if the author of this
version had left out what he considered irrelevant. One can therefore
make a good case for accepting this version as the work of Hatimi
himself. Assuming that the shortest version of a work is likely to be the
oldest, one could further suggest that Mu‘izz ad-Dawla and Mubhallabi
had nothing to do with the disputation between Hatimi and Mutanabbi
and were only introduced later by Hatimi to enhance his own prestige.
However, even if we consider the account quoted in the Yatima of

136. See Ahlwardt’s catalogue (above, p. 23, note 67), no. 3746. The text is part of a
majmii‘a (fols. 416-46a). Ahlwardt gives no indication of its date.

137. London, India Office Library, Ar. MS 3829, fols. 210a-2116 (not 204-212 as stated
in the Majallat al-Majma ‘ al- ‘Iimi al- ‘Arabi bi-Dimashq, vol. IX [1929], p. 688).
According to the handwritten catalogue, the manuscript dates from the fifteenth
century.

138. See above, p. 32 and below, p. 37.
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Mutanabbi’s stay in Baghdad as sketchy and unreliable!3, it nevertheless
supports Hatimi’s claim that Muhallabi involved him in attempts to force
Mutanabbi to leave Baghdad. It is somewhat difficult therefore to believe
that the rivalry between Hatim1 and Mutanabbi was a ‘‘private affair’’.
There may of course have been any number of reasons why the earliest
version of the risala omitted any mention of the involvement of Mu‘izz
ad-Dawla and Muhallabi: Hatimi’s position at the courts of these two
officials may not have been as secure as that of Ibn al-Hajj3j

(d. 391/1001) and Ibn Sukkara al-Hashimi (d. 385/995) who, according
to the Yatima, were also involved in attacks on Mutanabbi. Or Hatimi’s
role may not have been as important. If the earliest version was written
shortly after the disputation, Hatimi would have been reluctant to
emphasize his prominence at the expense of others. Assuming that the
risala was written immediately after the death of Muhallabi, there could
also have been political motives prompting Hatimi to omit the name of
his former patron as well as any suggestion that Mu‘izz ad-Dawla and
Muhallabi had been on friendly terms. Miskawayh (7Taarib, II, 197-198)
reports that Muhallabi fell into disrepute after his death during a
campaign in Oman; his belongings were confiscated and his family and
children put under arrest.

The problem of the number of authentic writings by Hatimi on
Mutanabbi is further complicated by the final sentence of the Midiha in
which the author promises a comprehensive risala on Mutanabbi’s
shortcomings and merits!*?. That such a risala may indeed have existed
appears from Safadi’s Nusrat ath-Tha’ir ‘ala ’l-Mathal as-Sa’ir'*!, though
the passage is not very clear.

Some further observations should be made on the Miudiha, the title and
introduction of which have been discussed earlier. Though the text of the
Midiha is well-preserved and has been published in a reliable edition, I
feel that it allows no positive conclusions about the circumstances under
which the meeting between Hatimi and Mutanabbi took place, and in

139. See Yatima', I, 85-86, 2, I, 136~137, and above, p. 9.
140. Page 196: oo o)) g o azaenns Lay adlu i el eal Lol

Gl e v o 0 axElae Gaws Gy 0l pulae e Lall Saig
Caadnw] g LS edan o060y @adl e amae>

141. Ed. M.“A. Sultani (Damascus 1391/1971), p. 181: ale by als oas
dah) Alu, 5 patladl pes ¢ o o Olas ol colall

Cdhl dodase By amlas 8 eoladl Ladll gt Al

It is curious that in the Wafi (above, p. 14, note 35 and p. 15) Safadi refers only to a

book on the debate and to the collection of parallels.
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this respect contributes nothing to the other versions. Nor does it permit
any conclusions about the history of these other versions.

The Midiha is dedicated to Abu ’l-Faraj Muhammad b. al-‘Abbas b.
Misa ash-Shirazi, also known as Ibn Fasanjus (or Fasanjas). Ibn
Fasanjus appears in the shorter version in Bisati’s edition!#?, in Badi‘T’s
Subh'*® (but not in the Yaqut text which is otherwise identical with Bisati
and Badi‘l) and in the Ambrosiana and Mecca manuscripts'** as a friend
of Hatimi who brought him the good news of the favourable impression
which Hatim1’s successful attempt to humiliate Mutanabbi had made on
Mu‘izz ad-Dawla!'®®. In the preface of the Madiha (p. 1, line 11 ff.) he is
introduced as the patron who encourages Hatimi to commit his memories
of the event to writing. Hatimi hesitates because he feels that his age and
his standing as a man of letters put him above what as a young man he
was most eager to do (this may be an allusion to the existence of an
earlier version)!*, and because he fears that many may not be prepared
to trust his account. This in spite of the presence of many reputable
witnesses, as well as a spy from Mubhallabi, who can testify to the success
of his mission and the precocity of his talent at the time of the meeting.
Yet he feels that Abu ’l-Faraj’s testimony carries enough weight to help
him overcome these hesitations. He sets to work and reconstructs the
discussion that took place assisted by persons (from Abu ’l-Faraj’s
entourage?) who were present at the time. He informs us that he has
added reports of meetings that followed shortly after the first encounter,
and admits having reworded much of what was said, so as to widen the
scope of the work!*”. But he seems to imply that these additions do not
affect the substance of the account so as to make it unreliable, and do not
result in any injustice being done to Mutanabbi. We find here, in the
Midiha, the same ambivalence in Hatimi’s picture of Mutanabbi which
we find in the shorter versions: He portrays him at one and the same
time as an excellent poet and as a man of despicable arrogance who

142. Page 269, line 14.

143. Page 142, line 10. Both texts read Abu ’I-Qasim for Abu ’l-Faraj in the Ambrosiana
MS, the Mecca MS, and the Madiha.

144. See above, p. 32.

145. On Abu ’l-Faraj and Mu‘izz ad-Dawla see Miskawayh, 7Tgjarib, II, 197-198, Ibn al-
Athir, al-Kamil fi ’t-Ta’rikh, ed. C.J. Tornberg (Leiden 1851-1876), VIII, 405-406,
Zambaur, p. 214; Busse, pp. 188, 236, and 238 (see also index). Abu ’l-Faraj shared
his power with Abu ’I-Fadl al-‘Abbas b. al-Husayn ash-Shirazi after the death of
Mubhallabi, without either of the two receiving the title of vizier from Mu‘izz ad-
Dawla. '

146. Hatimi’s verbose account is sometimes difficult to follow, especially in the preface
and the introduction. Cf. his observations on his own style on p. 3, lines 14-17 and
p. 4, lines 14-15.

147. Cf. pp. 101-102: Mutanabbi makes a change in one of his poems after the debate,
as reported to Hatimi at a later date; pp. 108—109: Hatimi interrupts his account of
the debate for an excursus on another line by Mutanabbi. See also below, p. 46.
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deserved to be chased away from the Buwayhid seat of government
though, in this preface at least, he takes a more detached attitude and
sees himself as an instrument of Muhallabi’s policies (p. 2, line 20-p. 3,
line 3).

The dedication to Ibn Fasanjus raises an interesting problem. According
to Miskawayh, Ibn Fasanjus’ short vizierate ended in 360 with his arrest,
and ultimately with his banishment to Samarra!*8. It is unlikely that
Hatim1 composed the Midiha for him during his period of office!*?, since
otherwise he would not refer to the meeting with Mutanabbi in 351 or
352 as an event that took place in his youth (p. 2, line 4: fi hali ’l-ghirarati
wa-lini ’l-ghusni)'>*. The clue may perhaps be found in Yaqat (VI, 259,
lines 5-7) where an account is given of the celebration of ‘Adud ad-
Dawla’s birthday. From this description it appears that Abu ’l-Faraj and
his brother Abi Muhammad ‘Ali b. al-‘Abbas enjoyed a position of
respect because of the rank they had occupied in earlier days
(li-ri’asatihim al-qadima) and were most likely living again in Baghdad.
Since Abu ’l-Faraj died in 370", it seems likely that the Midiha was
written somewhere between 365 and 370, at which time Hatimi could
with some justification claim that his disputation with Mutanabbi took
place during the early days of his career.

One expects that Hatimi, in order to have his detailed account in the
Madiha accepted as authentic and correct in its main outline, will avoid
committing any striking anachronisms. I have in fact found none, though
I have not been able to confirm from other sources that two of the
personalites who reportedly attended the later meetings, Abu ’l-Hasan
[‘Al1 b. Ka‘b] al-Ansari and Abu ’l-Fath [Muhammad b. Ja‘far] al-
Maraghi, belonged to the entourage of Muhallabi!®2. Neither have I

148. Miskawayh, Tgjarib, 11, 260, 283, and 287; See also Tantkhi, Nishwar, 11, 219-220.
The vizierate lasted apparently over a period of four hundred days in 359-360, not
‘‘a few days in 358"’ as in Zambaur, p. 214 and Ibn al-Athir, Kamil (above, p. 37,
note 145), VIII, 443. Busse, p. 328, basing himself on Hamadhani’s Takmilat Ta’rikh
at-Tabari which is not accessible to me, mentions that Ibn Fasanjus was banished to
Samarra in Rajab 366/February-March 977. See also Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd ed.
(Leiden-London 1960), s.v. Bana Fasandjus and M. Kabir, The Buwayhid Dynasty of
Baghdad (Calcutta 1964), pp. 18-20.

149. In spite of the adama ’llahu qudratahu on p. 2, line 8.

150. Further references to his being a young man at the time of the meeting on pp. 7-8.

151. Safadi, Das Biographische Lexicon (al-Waft bi-’l-Wafayat), ed. H. Ritter and S. Dedering
(Leipzig-Istanbul 1931 = Bibliotheca Islamica, Band V1), III, 198; Ibn al-Athir, Kami!
(above, p. 37, note 145), IX, 7.

152. For the Mu'‘tazilite theologian, Abu ’I-Hasan al-Ansari, see Tawhidi, Mathalib
(Akhlag) al-Wazirayn', pp. 138 and 270, 2, pp. 203 and 410, where he is presented as
a member of the entourage of ‘Izz ad-Dawla and Abu ’I-Fath b. al-‘Amid. The
Mathalib mentions that he was alive in 360. See also Tawhidi, Imta‘, I, 93, 108, II,
135 (interesting discussion on the merits of poetry and prose), III, 154, 156, 196
(read Ibn Ka‘b for Aba Ka‘b ?); idem, Mugabasat, ed. H. Sandubi (Cairo 1347/1929),
p. 69; idem, as-Sadaga wa-’s-Sadig (index); Yaqut, V, 237, lines 11-12. From the
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succeeded in establishing the year in which Muhallab1’s son-in-law, Abu
‘All al-Husayn b. Muhammad al-Anbari died, so that some uncertainty
prevails about his being alive at the time of the discussion!%3.

The debate between Hatimi and Mutanabbi as it is described in the
shorter versions consists, as we have seen, of one single session, but in
the Mudiha Hatimi describes three further meetings which, he says, all
took place in the house of Muhallabi. Again there is no internal or
external evidence that clearly contradicts Hatimi’s claim. According to
Badi‘1’®*, Mutanabbi reached Kifa, after his flight from Egypt, in Rabi’
II (variants: Jumada and Jumada II) of the year 351, and continued
from there to Baghdad at an unspecified date. According to Blachere

(p. 218) the date of Mutanabbi’s arrival in Kifa was Rabi‘ I 351/April
962. Blachére bases this information on a note in Wahidi’s commentary
(p- 699). His stay in Kafa lasted at least till Shawwal 351/November 962,
again according to Blacheére (p. 220) who follows Wahidi (p. 613:
Shawwal 351) and ‘Ukbari (III, 148: year 351). The poem in the
introduction of which we find this last date was written in reply to a gift
from Sayf ad-Dawla. Wahidi however does not specify that the present
was sent to Kiafa or that the reply came from that city, while ‘Ukbari
mentions only that the reply was sent from Kafa to Aleppo!®. If

Imta“ it appears that he took part in discussions in the presence of Hatim1’s patron,
Ibn Sa‘dan (above, pp. 10-11).

For Abu ’I-Fath al-Maraghi see Ibn an-Nadim, Fihrist, ed. G. Flugel (Leipzig
1871-1872), p. 85; Ta’r. Bagh., 11, 152-153; Ibn al-Qifti, Inbah (above, p. 14, note
35), III, 83 and 87; Yaqut, VI, 466-467; Suyuti, Bughya, p. 28; Ibn al-Jawzi,
Muntazam (above, p. 14, note 35), VII, 134; C. Brockelmann, Geschichte der arabischen
Luteratur, 2nd ed. (Leiden 1937/1949), S III, 1194 (notes to I, 159). Abu ’l-Fath al-
Maraghi is quoted in the Mathalib, the Mugabasat, and the Imta‘ of Tawhidi (see
indexes). Maraght was alive in 371.

153. For Mubhallabi’s son-in-law see below, pp. 47-49.

154. Badi‘i, Subh, pp. 127-128.

155. Cf. also the edition of Mutanabbi’s Diwan by ‘A. ‘Azzam (Cairo 1363/1944), pp.
426-427 which was not available when Blacheére wrote his biography of Mutanabbi.
One of the manuscripts used by ‘Azzam (the recension of Taj ad-Din Abu ’l-Yumn
al-Kindi) reports that Sayf ad-Dawla sent his own son from Aleppo to hand over the
gift. A second manuscript (which claims to go back to a recension dictated by
Mutanabbi himself) states that the poem was composed in Kifa and reached Sayf
ad-Dawla in Aleppo. The manuscript from the Ayasofya dated 483 which ‘Azzam
used as a basis for his edition gives Shawwal 352 as the date of composition of the
poem. If it is correct that Sayf ad-Dawla sent his own son, it is inconceivable that the
present could have reached Mutanabbi in Baghdad and somewhat unlikely, though
not impossible, that the poem with the reply would have been sent from Baghdad.
Only ‘Ukbari’s commentary (III, 148) states clearly that the poem was written in
351 and that it was sent from Kafa to Aleppo. One cannot therefore rule out the
possibility that Mutanabbi wrote the poem in Shawwal 352, after his return from
Baghdad which took place, according to Blacheére (p. 229), in or before the beginning
of Sha‘ban 352/ end of August 963 (on this date there is apparently no
disagreement). All this raises considerable uncertainty about the date of Mutanabbi’s
departure from Kuafa for Baghdad. Mutanabbi’s pupil, Ibn Jinni (quoted in the same
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Hatimi’s report that he undertook his first visit at the instigation of
Mubhallabi is correct, the first debate as well as the successive debates
must have taken place before Muhallabi left Baghdad in Jumada II
352/June-July 963 (for an expedition to Oman from which he never
returned). Hatim1 offers an amusing picture of Mutanabbi carrying seven
tunics (agbiya) of different colours one over the other, in spite of the heat
which (he says in the Madiha) almost made the brain melt!>¢. May or

place in ‘Azzam’s ed.), believes that the poem was written as late as 353, and even
this last date cannot be ruled out with certainty. Blachére (p. 220, note 1) argues
that ‘Ali b. Hamza studied the poem under Mutanabbi in Baghdad (see 'Ukbari,
III, 159, line 5) and that for that reason the poem must have been composed before
Mutanabbi’s arrival. But there is no good reason to believe that Mutanabbi, on his
way to Persia, could not again have stayed in Baghdad (see ‘Azzam’s ed., p. 537
quoting Ibn Jinni and Blachere, p. 219-220, note 4 quoting the Ziyadat Diwan Shi‘r
al-Mutanabbi by ‘Abdal‘aziz al-Maymani ar-Rajkati, Cairo 1345, p. 22), or that ‘Ali
b. Hamza could not have followed him to Kifa (he followed him to Arrajan, see
‘Abdalqadir al-Baghdadi, Khizana, II, 356). The chronology of events cannot be
examined in detail until all the available recensions of the Diwan have been published
(Blachére suggests, as a solution to the various discrepancies, that some fragments
may have been composed three or four years before they were incorporated in poems
sent to Sayf ad-Dawla). Cf. also the uncertainty about the time and place of
composition of Mutanabbi’s gasida on the elder sister of Sayf ad-Dawla apparent
from the various introductions quoted in ‘Azzam’s ed., p. 422 (cf. also Subh, p. 147,
lines 5—-7) and his gasida in reply to a letter from Sayf ad-Dawla on p. 431 (Subh, p.
109), the second of which may again have been written during a second stay in
Baghdad prior to Mutanabbi’s departure for Persia (see also Blachére, p. 232, note
1). The study by F. Gabrieli on the life of Mutanabbi quoted by Blachére is
unfortunately not accessible to me.

The anonymous recension of the Diwan in the Bibliotheque Générale in Rabat

(D 81, p. 279) introduces Mutanabbi’s reply to Sayf ad-Dawla’s present as follows:

(lacuna)... 55SJ1 I e o il W galdl Giw adl aasi,
...L.;,JL..«;E._‘,-LA:,)U.JM‘,W;.H
156. Midiha, p. 9, line 16 -p. 10, line 1: * L JS d | s Lu¥ o 131
e ee a0 U o lal I &lay

(variant in notes: gioe Lo, sl A Ly sl )
Shorter version in Bisati’s ed., p. 254, lines 13-15: B ] O 2 151,
Gedl el 5T clgdl LSy e Lt #Lus JS sl
Dol diasen L,
Yaqat, VI, 506, lines 5-7 reads J.-:-i for J';l_,but otherwise gives the same text.
Badi‘l, Subh, p. 129, lines 6-7: =5 4J1 LS, o gle a sl o ]
Come It e ol Gl e 050 Le o
MS Ambrosiana N.F. F 300, fol. 2a, lines 10-12: 4’| s oY o 131,
Leint g Ciaadl eyl 3T el LS,y o) Lewd L £ L JS
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June is therefore the most likely date. Against this assumption one can
raise two objections: In the shorter version in Bisatl’s edition and in the
Ambrosiana and Mecca manuscripts we read that the discussion at
Mutanabbi’s residence took place ‘‘in the last days of the summer’’ (akhir
ayyam as-sayf or akhir awqat as-sayf), and in the shorter version in Bisati’s
edition (p. 256), in the Subh of al-Badi’1 (p. 131), and in Yaqat (VI,
507-508) we find a line of poetry said to be part of a poem composed on
the death of the sister of Sayf ad-Dawla which took place on 26 Jumada
IT 352157, that is after the departure of Muhallabi which took place on the
6th'%8, Tt is, however, legitimate to suggest that akhir, in this context, is a
misreading for aharr which is in fact the reading of Yaqut and the Subf.
The reference to the sister of Sayf ad-Dawla is most likely a copyist error,
since in the Madiha (p. 21), as well as in the version in the Rayhana (p.
423), the Berlin manuscript (fol. 425), and the India Office Library
manuscript (fol. 2105), the poem is correctly identified as having been
written on the occasion of the death of Sayf ad-Dawla’s mother (the
version in the Ambrosiana and Mecca manuscripts does not say for
whom it was composed)!*. It is possible that whoever committed this
mistake was thinking of a younger sister of Sayf ad-Dawla who died in
Ramadan 344/December 955'%°, Still the possibility cannot be ruled out,
as has been rightly pointed out by M.S. Kiktev!®!, that Mutanabbi
arrived in Baghdad as early as the spring of 351 since, as we have just
seen, the date of the poem he is said to have sent to Sayf ad-Dawla from
Kiifa is uncertain. There is no good reason to reject Hatim1’s assertion in
the Mudiha that Mutanabbi fled immediately after the last humiliating

The Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma®, p. 251, lines 13-14 reads a_.s for L(—.
Khafaji, Rayhana, p. 421, lines 8-9: Lo JS sl dmwn apley Joslos

Coel Il Jas (sie) Lddinn Guadl e 0y Le sl o6 el
MS Berlin, Peterm. II 228, fol. 416: JS d.udl bdopw oo A5 I ‘a_“a

cow I Jai [420](sic) L 5 crund) o oy 0S Lo ali 9 () # L

Read Joosb s Uil g diwdl c iyl e oSy e 5ol 9
ol J?

The text in the India Office Library MS of the Tadhkira Salahiyya is the same as in
the MS Peterm. II 228. It is curious that the unintelligible reading of the last
sentence was accepted by as knowledgeable an author as Safadi was.

157. Blachere, p. 226. See also ‘Azzam’s ed. of the Diwan, p. 422: 26 Jumada II 352 or
Sha‘ban 352.

158. Miskawayh, Tajarb, II, 196.

159. See Wahidi, p. 392; ‘Ukbari, III, 17; and ‘Azzam’s ed., p. 256 for this line.

160. Blachere, p. 179. The inconsistency was pointed out by M.S. Kiktev in Literatura
Vostoka 1969, p. 81, note. Kiktev also points out that the marthiya on the elder sister
was more famous than the poem on Sayf ad-Dawla’s mother. He suggests that
Mutanabbi may have arrived in Baghdad before the summer of 351.

161. See the preceding note.
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exchange at the house of Muhallabi. This exchange must have taken
place before the 6th of Jumada II 352/2nd of July 963 and Mutanabbi
arrived in Kifa before the beginning of Sha‘ban 352/end of August 963.
A series of meetings could have taken place beginning in the late spring
of 352 and ending any time between that date and the 6th of Jumada II
352, when Mubhallabi left Baghdad!®2. It is of course easier to accept the
story as it is told in the Madiha if we follow Kiktev’s suggestion, since
this would mean that the first meeting could have taken place in the
summer of 351, in the months of July, August and September, when the
heat is at its worst.

As we have seen, the Mudiha mentions a first meeting at the house of
Mutanabbi, and three further meetings at the residence of Muhallabi.
The last paragraph (p. 96) of the description of the first session states in
a way similar, though much less elaborate, than that of the shorter
versions that Hatim1 had some kind words for Mutanabbi, so that the
two parted in good spirits!®®. Those present urge Hatim1 to commit the

162. The three shorter versions all mention that Hatimi became on friendly terms with
Mutanabbi and visited him at his house. Assuming that the debate took place in 352,
these visits could have been made during a second stay in Baghdad prior to
Mutanabbi’s fatal trip to Persia, or perhaps in Jumada II, Rajab, or Sha‘ban before
Mutanabbi’s return to Kafa. It is easy to imagine that Hatimi would have
considered this detail worth mentioning in the shorter versions of his account, but
that it did not fit in with the account presented in the Mudiha, where subsequent
meetings are all but friendly and culminate in Mutanabbi’s early departure.

163. Midika, p. 96, lines 4—5: o Mer ceml o1 ae Y1 ael o
Yl sy asoglie BT adan by abg i S eonbl a Uns
Cf. the shorter version in Bisati’s ed., p. 269, lines 9-11: 3> o s;:.__,iJJ

e Mo e anlowl y LanS o) e bl asclon 5 deasdl
condl g S, G Cldl Il Ledie o At cuas y o
calSe Sl S ens ol ale

The text in Badi‘l’s Subhk, p. 142, lines 4-6, has some minor variants ( u-L-S ) .
for (=25 ). The text in Yaqut is identical. See also the sentence quoted above,

p- 19, note 49. .
MS Ambrosiana N.F. F 300, fol. 6a, lines 29-31: u—’ Leasdl 3> o el o

ah ,iny adoy e e o edclownl y S Jelblhs e
(etc., see above, p. 32). .. (P4—_9 Sw—9 8 ,SL o

The Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma‘, p. 268, line 11, reads: Rl
080y 5 Maax P T W I uLSyLbLk.s Ceio (o5 anas)

C P it g 0 S ab ;854

Khafaji, Raphana, p. 427, lines 15-16: cuamsls Lanio o= rL_'é_é Cand ‘.:
(etc., see above, p. 19, note 49) R WS FOR P f":' & o> ale

The MS Berlin, Peterm. II 228, fol. 444, lines 4-5 and the India Office Library MS
Ar. 3829, fol. 2115, line 9 omit the word mushayyi ‘an.
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discussion to writing which he does by denying himself sleep for several
nights. The final paragraph also suggests that Hatimi owed the plan for
the risala to Muhallabi and Ibn Fasanjus, who then showed a copy of his
work to Mu‘izz ad-Dawla'®*. The passage is far from clear. Is Hatimi
perhaps alluding to one of the shorter versions that comprised only a
description of the debate at Mutanabbi’s house? Or does he mean to say
that the two dignitaries asked him only for a brief written account?
Muhallabi thereupon insists that there should be a further discussion and
that it should take place in his presence. (Mutanabbi had taken part in
an earlier discussion in Muhallabi’s house where his opponent had been
the famous Abu ’l-Faraj al-Isfahani.)!®5. He orders two scribes to keep
accurate records of what is being said and famous scholars, such as
Hibatallah b. al-Munajjim'%® and the poet Ibn al-Baqqal'®’, are invited to
attend the meeting. The paragraph ends with a promise by Hatimi to his
readers that he will, in his account of the subsequent meetings, do justice
to some good passages in Mutanabbi’s poetry in which Mutanabbi
almost showed himself an innovator, or handled traditional themes with
great skill, so that no unfair charges can be made against the poet in
future. In his description of the three meetings that followed Hatimi
hardly lives up to this promise, and it would have been more appropriate
as an introduction to the plans he outlines at the end of the book (p. 196)
for a second monograph on Mutanabbi.

I shall not attempt to give a detailed account of the debates between
Hatimi and Mutanabbi as presented in the Mudiha, since this can better
be done in the context of an article analyzing Hatimi’s views on literary
theory and his place among earlier and contemporary scholars whose

164. Midiha, p. 96, lines 15-18: (= orledt ) oo ol ol s
Sl Lyl y Lo i Lo yi adyall | by aSlasl]l
. '&JJ_\_H =

165. See above, p. 19, note 49.

166. For Hibatallah [b. Muh. b. Yasuf] Ibn al-Munajjim see M. Fleischhammer, ‘‘Die
Bani 1-Munaggim’’, Wissensch. Zeitschrift der Martin Luther Universitit Halle, Ges. -
Sprachw. XI1I 3/4, 219-220, note 75. Tanikhi, Nishwar, I, 15 mentions Hibatallah as
a nadim of Muhallabi (see index for further references).

167. Ibn al-Baqqal is characterized by Yaqit, V, 507-513, as a nadim and panegyrist of
Muhallabi. Yaqit has also preserved a tradition according to which Mutanabbi
considered Ibn al-Baqqal the only true poet he met in Baghdad. See also Tawhidi,
Mathalib (Akhlag) al-Wazirayn, * pp. 132 and 270, ? pp. 194 and 410; idem, Imta, III,
190, 195, 213; idem, as-Sadiga wa-’s-Sadig, p. 220; Sezgin, GAS, II, 592 Wherever it
is quoted in full, his name appears as ‘Ali b. Yasuf, not ‘Ali b. Muhammad as in
the Mudiha.
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views he often shares'®®. The originality of his work is not in the
substance of any of the theories he puts forward, but in his brilliant
illustration of these theories and the choice of a most unusual framework.
This is especially true of the first debate which offers illustrations of a
wide range of aesthetic criteria and rhetorical devices, though the main
object is to demonstrate the difference between slavish or clumsy
imitation of themes borrowed from other poets and the subtle
metamorphosis of borrowed themes which he finds in the work of truly
gifted poets. Needless to say that Mutanabbi is accused of being in the
first category. Hatimi also illustrates, again using Mutanabbi as a target
of criticism, that contemporary poets can use only to a limited extent the
obsolete vocabulary of the ancients and follow their poetic licenses.
Hatimi makes no attempt to classify Mutanabbi’s poetry from the critic’s
or from the historian’s point of view; yet his comments are perhaps the
most convincing analysis by a mediaeval scholar of a post-classical poet’s
failure to create a style of his own while drawing on the traditions of his
classical predecessors of the ancient, the early Islamic, and the early
Abbasid periods. Though there is some petty criticism when it comes to
pointing out slight grammatical errors or the use of a wrong term, his
judgement is often well-founded and one almost ends up feeling that
Mutanabbi was, after all, a mediocre poet who was not only lacking in
originality, but also had insufficient competence in grammar,
lexicography, and rhetoric, and sometimes gave evidence of incredibly
bad taste!®®. In all of this Hatimi relies on what appears to be a profound
knowledge of Arabic poetry of all periods and a good background in
philology which, he implies, one would also expect to find in an
opponent who had not only a reputation as a poet, but had also set up
himself as a teacher interpreting his own poetry!’®. The discussion is
168. See I. ‘Abbas, Ta’rikh an-Naqd al-Adabi ‘ind al- ‘Arab: Naqd ash-Shi‘r (Beirut
1391/1971), especially pp. 264-270; A. Matlab, lttijahat an-Nagd al-Adabi fi °l-Qarn ar-
Rabi“ li-’I-Hyjra (Beirut 1393/1973), pp. 261-265; W. Heinrichs, The Hand of the
Northwind, Deutsche Morgenlindische Ges.: Abhandlungen fir die Kunde des Morgenlandes,
Band XLIV, 2 (Wiesbaden 1977), pp. 41-42 and index. Heinrichs draws attention
to the similarity between Rummani, an-Nukat fi I jaz al-Qur’an (ed. M. Khalafallah
and M.Z. Salam in Thalath Rasa’il fi Iaz al-Qur’an, Cairo n.d.), p. 79, lines 11-12
and Hatimi’s Madiha, p. 69, lines 12-13 and p. 92, lines 4-5. See also S.A.
Bonebakker, ‘‘A Fatimid Manual for Secretaries’’, Annali dell’Istituto Orentale di
Napoli Vol. 37 (N.S. XXVII), 314, lines 4-5 and 9-10. The sentence in Midiha, p.
92, line 4 should perhaps be read: BN coyn dah] 3, lanul S,
Lwlow it o 9 dido]l ad ¥ G loo . Cf. also Midiha,
p- 25, line 9 and Qudama b. Ja‘far, Kitab Nagd ash-Shi‘r, ed. Bonebakker (Leiden
1956), p. 2, lines 11-12 and p. 7, lines 4—13.
169. See for instance the line on p. 123, line 2, of the Mudiha which will be discussed
below, p. 49.
170. There is an explicit statement to this effect in the three shorter versions, following a
debate on a lexicographical matter in which Mutanabbi is defeated. Bisati’s ed., p.

269, lines 3 - 5: Ll el 1as L JLs pISIL. avgle Lals
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Loy Llas ooy Lo,ie ool el y Lealus Sy s aald)
PISI 5 Lblinil 5 auendl y Lo o]l et Il
cels u._éJL-,.cJL.._.,QL_,L,J_,'l sl ey Lo sl Lo

The text in Yaqut is identical.
Badi‘i, Subk, p. 141, line 15-p. 142, line 1: L, JLs r)lSJL_, asgle Lals

Leoas sl col g Lot oS elis ol daldus aalll 10a
L Ul Lo pMSH1y Lsline b mes el 5 Lo peladt ol
sl Lo o Jle ol G el Ly

MS Ambrosiana N.F. F 300, fol. 6a, lines 22-25: &= gle Lals le J_,.l Ju
col y Leales (S cdlis aalll ol dalus 1o L JUs ISIL

ol ((§ Lo ) Lembey Lobas 5o ey Lmpde o

o o Thmy 335 0 eliey cnSs eliey L rO P | R I [
o Jlae OF Gl Loy Ll Gl p¥SI, Lenlidiul
. (sic) elia

The text in the Mecca MS in the ed. by Shamma’, p. 268, lines 4-7: 5.1 JUs
s aalll ol delus 138 L, JUS pYSIL, asyle Lals ol

Jdo 3y o el g CuSo el 3 Lo ool Guledt ol

Jlo 01 sl Loy Lo LT e Sy LSLEnsl 5 mu gl

Khafaji, Rahyhana, p. 427, lines 11-12: |an L, JLs f)lSJL_, A_."_Lr. LoLs

Lean ool ol y (i) Leathuol cddis aaldl ol el ollf Lef
MS Berlin, Peterm. II 228, fol. 44aq, lines 1-3.  JLis$ r)lSJL_, s gle Leds

Lol ool coly el cdins aaddl ol el alus 1an L
(sic).

The India Office Library MS of the Tadhkira Salahiyya, fol. 2115, lines 7-8 reads ibn
bajdatiha, but otherwise has the same text.

Cf. also a similar observation in Mudiha, p. 63, lines 8-9. Evidence of Mutanabbi’s
career as a philologist appears in the introduction of the Kitab at- Tanbihat by his
friend ‘Ali b. Hamza al-Basri (above p. 18, note 46): During his stay in Egypt in
347 Mutanabbi lectured on the Kitab al-Magsir wa-’l-Mamdid of Ibn Wallad. Abu ’l-
Husayn [‘All b. Ahmad] al-Mubhallabi later claimed to be the author of some of the
corrections introduced by Mutanabbi; see ‘A. al-Maymani ar-Rajkati (ed.), al-
Mangis wa-’l-Mamdid li-’l-Farra’ wa-’t-Tanbihat li- ‘Al b. Hamza (Cairo 1387/1967),

p. 325. A debate between Mutanabbi and Abu ’I-Husayn al-Mubhallabi is quoted by
Yaqat, V, 82.
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mostly between Hatimi and Mutanabbi, though occasionally somebody
from the audience (for whom Hatimi shows no appreciation in the
description of the first debate)!”! comes to Mutanabbi’s aid. Often
Mutanabbi is forced to admit the poor quality of a line of poetry, but
then tries to save himself by pointing to lines in the same poem that
came out better'’?, Finally, when Hatimi draws attention to an error in
prosody, Mutanabbi exclaims (p. 77) that he follows the spontaneous
inclinations of his talent and does not care much for estabished rules,
and, a moment later, that even if he committed errors the ancient poets
did the same and that the quality of the work of all poets is uneven. This
is of course denied by Hatimi who considers Mutanabbi’s errors to be
much more serious. More than once his sarcasm reaches such
proportions that one feels he cannot have expressed himself the way he
describes it in the presence of his opponent (p. 35):

= oI ol ool st Ll
O uéJL_n_H o u_..‘.._l\ uéJL_n_H Oo—
“[He is] the abundant raincloud, son of the abundant raincloud, son of
the abundant raincloud, son of the abundant raincloud’’.
Mutanabbi, he says, must have been conversing with the stars all night
long, till morning greeted him, before he succeeded in putting this line
together!’3,
It is clear not only from the introduction and the end of this first section
of the Mudiha, but also from p. 34, where he addressed the ra’zs (Ibn
Fasanjus), and from p. 86, where he counters an explanation offered by
a Mutanabbi commentator, that Hatimi composed the work at a time
much later than the date at which the debate actually took place!’*.
Moreover, he showers praise on Sayf ad-Dawla (pp. 91-92), which he is
unlikely to have done when the Hamdanids were still powerful and
strong rivalries existed between their dynasty and the Buwayhids.

171. See above, p. 17, note 46.

172. As happens often in Arabic literary criticism in the middle ages, the poem is not
examined as a whole, in spite of the critics occassional insistence that the poet should
bring coherence to the sequence of themes in his poem. Cf. Midiha, p. 66, line 15-p.
69, line 2 where Hatimi emphasizes that the opening theme should be consistent with
the main theme of the poem.

173. In this passage Hatimi perhaps addresses a member of the audience who comes to
Mutanabbi’s help (cf. p. 29, lines 14-15) or, more likely, the 7a’zs Ibn Fasanjus for
whom the Mudiha was written (cf. p. 34, line 11; the words wa-sawfa ya’ti fima ba ‘du
on p. 35, line 14 which mark the passage as a parenthesis may, of course, be a
gloss). The line is repeated on p. 39, line 16 in a context which leaves no doubt that
Hatimi speaks to Mutanabbi himself and where he criticizes him in a less offensive
way. The line is in the commentary of Wabhidi, p. 257; the commentary of ‘Ukbari,
IV, 216; and ‘Azzam’s ed. of the Diwan, p. 158. Still there are numerous instances
of insults which Hatimi mentions explicitly as part of the debate; see, for instance, p.
17, lines 7-10.

174. See Wahidi, pp. 52-53; ‘Ukbari, IV, 35-36; and ‘Azzam’s ed., pp. 29-30 for
various attempts to explain the line attacked on pp. 85-86 of the Mudiha.
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Mutanabbi is summoned to the next meeting which takes place at the
house of Muhallabi (p. 98) and at first refuses to be drawn into the
discussion. He yields to Hatimi’s attempts to put him at ease, but a
moment later suffers Hatimi’s sarcasm when the debate gets under way.
He receives some faint support from the son-in-law of Muhallabi, Abu
‘Ali al-Husayn b. Muhammad al-Anbari (p. 105)!75. Mutanabbi claims
that he knows neither Aba Tammam nor Buhturi (p. 106), though
Hatim1 has demonstrated, and continues to demonstrate, that Mutanabbi
plagiarized these poets'’®. But Hatim1 has also moderate praise for some
of Mutanabb1’s imitations of Aba Nuwas (pp. 112 and 115). A new
element in the discussion is Mutanabbi’s assertion that, even if he
borrowed from Aba Nuwas, this poet was after all a classic and as such
could and should be followed (p. 111). There is again, in Hatim1’s
account of this meeting, a parenthesis (pp. 108-109) where Hatim1
quotes two lines by Mutanabbi that were apparently not brought up
during the discussion. The meeting ends with Mutanabbi attempting to
show that Aba Nuwas himself committed sarigas (p. 116 ff.). Muhallabi
closes the meeting on a note of praise for Mutanabbi (p. 119).
Mutanabbi leaves, but the others stay behind and assist Muhallabi in
going over the notes that have been made during the meeting. Hatimi is
honoured and rewarded by Muhallabi.

The third meeting again takes place at the residence of Muhallabi

(p.- 120). Muhallab1’s son-in-law, who has also attended the previous
meeting and whom Hatimi characterizes with manifest contempt as an
amateur scholar!”’, has made a secret arrangement with Mutanabbi to

175. See below, note 177.

176. The passage seems to correspond to p. 264, lines 3—-4 of the shorter version in the
ed. of Bisati (= Yaqut, VI, 514, lines 2-3 and Badi‘l, Subk, p. 138, lines 2-3). In
this last version, as well as in the other short versions represented by the Ambrosiana
MS, the Mecca MS, Khafaji’s Raphana, the Berlin MS, and the India Office Library
MS, the passage follows immediately after an attack by Hatimi on Mutanabbi in
which he accuses the poet of having ‘‘corrupted’’ a metaphor borrowed from Abu
Tammam, while Mutanabbi claims that he does not know this poet. The same
metaphor appears on p. 90, line 7 of the Midiha as part of Hatim1’s report on the
first debate. In the first debate, however, Hatimi accuses Mutanabbi repeatedly of
plagiarizing Aba Tammam without Mutanabbi denying that he kwew Abu
Tammam’s work. See also below, pp. 49-50.

177. For Mubhallabi’s son-in-law, the katib Aba ‘Al al-Anbari, see Tanukhi, Nishwar, I,
72 and passim (see indexes); Miskawayh, Tgjarib, 11, 124 (both Tanukhi and
Miskawayh give his name as al-Hasan). On p. 201 of his ed. of the Madiha (note to
p. 120, line 1), Najm suggests, without quoting any arguments to support his
suggestion, that Hatimi confuses Aba ‘Ali with another son-in-law of Muhallabi,
Abu ’1-Fadl al-‘Abbas b. al-Husayn ash-Shirazi (see 7ajarib, 11, 181; Busse, p. 238
and passim), who became vizier after the death of Mu‘izz ad-Dawla. I have not been
able, however, to establish the date of Anbari’s death, and it is possible that Najm
found evidence indicating that he died prior to the discussion. Tanukhi also quotes
Anbari in his Fargj !, 1, 103, 122, 177, 2, 108, 127, 184. He gives his full name
there as Aba ‘Ali al-Husayn b. Muh. b. Misa al-Anbari and confirms that he was
the son-in-law of Muhallabi.
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bring up for discussion lines by Mutanabbi which are unquestionably
original. Muhallabi who holds his son-in-law in high esteem and refuses
to see his shortcomings agrees to the meeting. Aba Sa‘ld as-Siraft (d.
368/978), ‘Ali b. ‘Isa ar-Rummani (d. 384/994), Abu ’l-Fath al-Maraghi,
Abu ’l-Hasan al-Ansari, ‘Ali b. Harin [al-Munajjim] (d. 352/963), and
Abu ’l-‘Ala’ Sa‘id b. Thabit [an-Nasrani]'’® also attend the meeting.
Mutanabbi at first refuses to answer ‘Ali b. Hariin on a question of
usage, and Muhallabi turns to Aba Sa‘id!”?, ‘Ali b. ‘Isa, and Hatimi for
an answer. ‘All b. Harun attacks other lines by Mutanabbi which he
considers blasphemous. Mutanabbi again refuses to answer and Hatimi
tries to humour him by offering an unusual interpretation of a line by
Majniin which contains a similar blasphemy and could therefore be cited
as an excuse. Anbari, Muhallabi’s son-in-law, challenges (pp. 123-124)
those present to prove that certain examples from the poetry of
Mutanabbi, a list of which has been drawn up by him in advance, do not
demonstrate Mutanabbi’s originality, but the challenge is answered only
by Hatimi. What follows is not essentially different from the pattern of
the two previous debates, except that now three famous scholars, Abu
Sa‘id as-Sirafi, ‘Ali b. Haran al-Munajjim, and ‘Al b. ‘Isa ar-Rummani
take part in the discussion'®’. Of these three only ‘Ali b. Hartan clearly
opposes Mutanabbi. Abu ’l-Fath al-Maraghi and Abu ’lI-Hasan al-Ansar1
do not take part in the discussion, while Sa‘id briefly attempts to defend
Mutanabbi. The list of examples which has been collected by
Muhallabi’s son-in-law to prove Mutanabbl’s originality serves, of
course, as a framework for yet another discussion on the sariga, but the
question now receives particular attention from the theoretical point of
view. HatimI not only introduces us to a set of terms that are not
frequently used in other mediaeval works on literary theory and criticism
(and may be very old)!'®!, but is also more specific about his own theory
(p- 149 ff. in reply to p. 143). His ridicule of Mutanabbi assumes
grotesque proportions when, in the above mentioned passage at the
beginning of the debate (pp. 122-123), he reports that ‘Ali b. Haran

178. See p. 142 where Sa‘id defends Mutanabbi and is identified by Hatimi as ‘‘at that
time a deputy of Muhallabi”’. According to Tanikhi, Faraj ', 1I, 149, ?, p. 383, he
served as deputy to several viziers, and this is confirmed by Miskawayh, Taarib, 11,
146 and 243. See also Tanukhi, Nishwar, I, 70 and indexes; Tawhidi,./mta‘, 111, 213;
and Busse, pp. 239, 301, and 463-464. Sa‘id had earlier attended the meeting
described in ‘Abdalqadir al-Baghdadi, Khizana, 11, 355. For Maraghi and Ansari see
above p. 38-39, note 152.

179. There may be a lacuna, since the answer of Abu Sa‘id is not reported.

180. This calls to mind a statement by Hatimi in the Tagri‘ al-Hilbaja (above, pp. 10-12)
that at the court of Sayf ad-Dawla he was considered the equal of Sirafi and
Rummani, see Yaqat, VI, 503, lines 14-15.

181. This appears from a comparison between the Mudiha and Hatim1’s Hilya (see below,
pp. 54-55 and Materials, p. 19). I am preparing an article on this terminology.
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questions Mutanabbi about three lines of poetry which he considers
blasphemous. In the last of these three lines the poet describes how
young women suckle draughts of saliva from his lips and that this action
is sweeter in his mouth than the profession of monotheism (tawhid)'®?.
Mutanabbi is unable to come up with an answer and this gives ‘Ali b.
Haran occasion to whisper in Hatimi’s ear that Mutanabbi has bad
gums and foul breath.

The meeting ends with Muhallabi urging his scribes to note down
carefully what has been said during the debate and Mutanabbi
complaining about the lack of hospitality demonstrated by the fact that he
is being invited to meetings where he is not well received!'®®. He rises and
leaves in anger, is brought back by Muhallabi, but does not stay much
longer. Muhallabi schedules a meeting which will be devoted to the
poetry of Abti Tammam and Buhturi (p. 156).

A week goes by without Mutanabbi being summoned or coming of his
own accord. When he finally appears (according to Hatimi again
prompted by false promises on the part of Aba ‘Al al-Anbari) he
apologizes for his absence. Hatimi asks him to recite one of his poems;
Mutanabbi reluctantly agrees and is soon stopped by Hatimi when he
comes to a line which Hatimi believes to be a sariga from Mutanabbi’s
‘‘two models’’ (min imamayhi) who are then identified as Abd Tammam
and Buhturi (pp. 157-158). During the second debate Mutanabbi has
denied that he has ever heard of these two poets'®; now he merely asks,
as a rhetorical question, who these two imams may be whose work he has
stolen and whom, by so doing, he pretends to ignore. He then attacks
Abu Tammam’s poetry often claiming that Aba Tammam, in his turn,
was plagiarizing as he had previously argued when accused of stealing
from Aba Nuwas. Hatimi does not deny this, but maintains that Aba
Tammam in borrowing themes from others proved himself equal if not
superior to his models. Hatimi also shows that Mutanabbi was influenced
by Abt Tammam to such an extent that an ugly feature in Aba
Tammam’s work may also appear in Mutanabbi’s (p. 174-175).
Mutanabb1 however persists in criticizing Aba Tammam which prompts
Hatimi to observe that Mutanabbi must indeed have studied Aba
Tammam’s work and memorized its themes (ma ‘ani) if he is able to point

182. See Wabhidi, p. 30; ‘Ukbari, I, 315 (cf. U. Rizzitano, ‘‘Un commento di Ibn al-
Qatta‘... ad alcuni versi di al-Mutanabbi’’, Rivista degli Studi Orientali, XXX [1955],
210-211); ‘Azzam’s ed., p. 13. ‘Ukbari quotes interesting attempts to explain away
these offensive passages. See also ‘Ukbari, I, 154-155 and II 341; ‘Ali b. ‘Abdal‘aziz
al-Jurjani, al-Wasata, ed. M. A. Ibrahim (Cairo 1370/1951), p. 63.

183. In spite of moderate praise which Hatimi bestows on a line by Mutanabbi (p. 134,
line 14) and a compliment which Mutanabbi addresses to Hatimi (p. 130, line 2-3).

184. See above, p. 47.
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to so many errors in his work (p. 177)!8, a remark that clearly refers
back to the second debate of the Mudiha (p. 106) rather than the
beginning of the fourth (p. 157). There are some further illustrations of
the terminology of plagiarism (p. 182 ff. and p. 193). Muhallabi grows
impatient with what he considers Mutanabbi’s unfair criticism of Aba
Tammam and urges Hatimi to offer additional evidence of Abu
Tammam’s originality (p. 187) and later invites him to do the same for
Buhturi (p. 191-192) while Mutanabbi stubbornly persists in his earlier
line of reasoning. Muhallabi himself takes part in the discussion, as do
‘Ali b. ‘Isa ar-Rummani (p. 189) and Aba Sa‘id as-Sirafi (pp. 190 and
192). In the final paragraph Hatimi observes that Mutanabbi controlled
his anger out of respect (hayba) for the vizier'®®, left heading straight for
Kifa, and was never seen again in the house of Muhallabi. Reflecting on

185. Some of the lines criticized by Mutanabbi (e.g. p. 160, line 5; p. 163, line 3; p. 164,
line 10; p. 168, line 15; and p. 169, line 11) appear on p. 264 of the shorter version
in the ed. of Bisati (and thus as part of the first debate which took place at
Mutanabbi’s residence) immediately following Mutanabbi’s denial that he knows the
work of Abi Tammam (cf. above, p. 47, note 176). Hatimi1’s reply follows on p. 265
and is very similar to Mudiha p. 177, lines 3-8. Hatimi tacitly accepts some of
Mutanabbi’s criticism, but then quotes other lines the excellence of which, he feels,
is such that the examples quoted by Mutanabbi should be forgiven, see Madiha, p.
161, lines 4-5; p. 162, lines 1-2, 5-6, and 16; p. 169, line 15; and p. 170, lines
5-6, 9, and 11, which correspond to pp. 265-268 of the shorter version in Bisat1’s
ed. The same discussion appears in the Ambrosiana MS, fols, 5a—6a, in the Mecca
MS in the ed. by Shamma®, pp. 265-267 and, in a much more concise form, in
Khafaji’s Rayhana, pp. 425-426, the Berlin MS, fol. 434, and the India Office
Library MS, fol. 211a-6.

186. Page 195, lines 1-2: a2 yle G| g A_';JJJ“ Lo bl A P

el ool A 1 Yl cin OS5l e sl Jis
 (variant: ansls Adls e adenn Yod)lals e sese

Cf. the shorter version in Bisati’s ed., p. 268, lines 9-12: 453,41 Lo 8 g
oVl o Jhey a0 cloin gy a3, plas as e

e B, sl WuSle e adens L Yol cardn OLS, aslud

ol ole o1 Las ot ang ¥ oelds ol plo¥1 el b 5" ol
sevalan ul gpe a8t us JLs

The text in Yaqut is identical to that in Bisati’s ed.; Badi‘l’s Subk has minor
variants. The text of this passage in the Ambrosiana and Mecca MSS is corrupt, but
probably was not much different from that in Bisati, Yaqut, and Badi‘i (it clearly

reads Olblidl dens o LSe  for el Y1 ells 5 LSsl).
The version in'Khafaji’s Rayhana, the Berlin MS, and the India Office Library MS

does not contain any suggestion that Hatimi enjoyed the protection of Muhallabi or
any other dignitary.
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this Hatimi finds, according to one version of this final paragraph, that
another reason prompting Mutanabbi to flee to Kafa was the ridicule to
which he had been subjected by the notorious satirist, Ibn al-Hajjaj (d.
391/1001), and that this happened in spite of the latter’s despicable
character and lack of education. In a second version of the final
paragraph which appears on the margin of the unique manuscript of the
Midiha, Hatimi indicates that the insult by Ibn al-Hajjaj preceded ‘this
encounter’’ between himself and Mutanabbi, by which he probably
means the first debate at Mutanabbi’s residence!®’. In this second version
on the margin he also speaks of Ibn al-Hajjaj in rather respectful terms,
which would suggest that the version in the text was written at a time
when Ibn al-Hajjaj was not dangerous!®®. Hatim1’s account ends with a
brief but interesting comment: Mutanabbi fled from Baghdad to Kiifa,
and from there to Persia to seek the protection of ‘Adud ad-Dawla and
Ibn al-‘Amid; but he was only partly successful in his poems in praise of
these dignitaries. His poetic vein, which he had exhausted in his earlier
poems on Sayf ad-Dawla, no longer served him and he was forced to
undertake the return journey to ‘Iraq during which he met his death.
Hatimi ends the Mudiha, as we have seen, with a promise that he will
write a work that will not only deal with Mutanabb1’s failures, but will
also do justice to his good poetry, especially his panegyrics. The
principles of the book will be fairness and ‘‘justice which one cannot
transgress’’ (al-haqq alladhi la yasa‘ ta‘-addih). This promise is reminiscent
not only of the introduction of the ‘‘Second Risala Hatimiyya’> which I
have discussed earlier, but also of the end of the account of the first
debate in the Mudiha itself where Hatimi states his intention to point out
those places where the excellence of some of Mutanabbi’s work is
apparent, an intention which he can hardly be said to have realized in
his account of the three remaining debates.

There is every reason to consider the Mudiha a new and extended
version of the three shorter versions represented by the text published in
Bisati’s edition (which is also quoted in Yaqut and in Badi‘l’s Subh), the
Ambrosiana and Mecca manuscripts, and the text quoted in Khafaji’s
Rayhana (which also appears in manuscripts in Berlin and in the India
Office Library). Both Hatim1’s account of the second debate!® and his
account of the fourth!® contain elements of the shorter version, which
means that they are no longer part of the disputation at Mutanabb1’s

187. According to the account in ‘Abdalqadir al-Baghdadi, Khizana, 11, 355, this attack
took place on the day following Mutanabbi’s second encounter with Mubhallabi,
during which he had been expected to recite a panegyric in praise of the vizier, see
above, p. 19, note 49.

188. According to Yaqut, VI, 501, Hatimi himself was a victim of Ibn al-Hayjjaj’s satires.

189. See above, p. 47, note 176; cf. also Madiha, p. 104, lines 14-15 and p. 105, line 11
which correspond to p. 259, lines 2-3 and p. 260, line 14 in Bisati’s ed.

190. See above, p. 50, note 185.
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residence, but appear in a new setting, the meetings at the palace of
Mubhallabi. It is worth noting that the third debate contains the most
interesting part of Hatim1’s theory of the sariga and also puts Muhallabi’s
son-in-law in a far more unfavorable light than the fourth (which
otherwise opens in a way very similar to that of the third); one could
therefore argue that it contained elements of the discussion that had
earlier been omitted out of respect for Muhallabi, or that it was added
later to add perspective to the sariga discussion in the fourth debate. But
the fact that Hatimi does not hesitate to place scenes from the debate in
the shorter versions in a different context raises serious questions about
the historicity of the second and fourth debates as well. It is, moreover,
hard to believe that Mutanabbi should have allowed himself to be
publicly humiliated on four different occasions. The inconsistencies in the
account of Mutanabbi’s reaction to Hatimi’s accusation that he
plagiarized Aba Tammam which have been pointed out earlier (above,
pp- 47 and 49) also strongly suggest that the three debates at the house
of Muhallabi were invented and tacked on to the original account which
accordingly had to be considerably modified. It would be consistent with
the practices of mediaeval Muslim scholarship to publish several very
different versions of the same work and, moreover, quite in keeping with
Hatimi’s high opinion of his own personality as a scholar to relate this
most glorious moment in his career more than once, changing the
wording of his description of certain scenes and elaborating or
abbreviating at will. One could imagine that sometime between 365/975
and 370/980, over fifteen years after his meeting with Mutanabbi,
Hatimi took up the idea of writing one final version for which — one
could suggest — he had been promised a reward by Ibn Fasanjus!®!. Both
Mubhallabi and Mu‘izz ad-Dawla had been dead for many years and the
actual circumstances of the confrontation between Hatimi and
Mutanabbi, if they were still remembered, had lost much of their
significance. One could go further and suggest that the text in Khafaji’s
Rayhana, the Berlin manuscript, and the manuscript in the India Office
Library is the oldest of the four versions, since it contains all the essential
elements of the other versions except those parts of the story that involve
Muhallabi and Mu‘izz ad-Dawla in the rivalry between Hatimi and
Mutanabbi. It would then be possible to assume that the shorter version
published by Bisati and the version in the Ambrosiana and Mecca
manuscripts were composed long after the debate took place. Together
with the Madiha they could be seen as attempts to demonstrate Hatimi1’s
close relations with some of the most prominent political figures of the

191. Cf. Ibn an-Nadim, Fihrist, ed. G. Flugel (Leipzig 1871-1872), p. 76 on the various
stages that led to the final redaction of the Yagat fi ’I-Lugha of Ghulam Tha‘lab. Cf.
also the marginal notes quoted in Najm’s ed. of the Mudiha which show that even of
the Mudiha there was more than one version in existence.
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middle of the fourth century!”?2. One wonders if Hatim1’s career had
perhaps been a failure in the sense that he had dedicated several books to
influential people, in addition to trying his luck with panegyrical poems,
without receiving the reward he had hoped for and without finding a
patron who would support his work during an extended period!*®. But
what should one think of Hatimi’s plans to write a comprehensive work
that would do full justice to Mutanabbi? Did he give up this plan though
he still mentions it at the end of the Mudiha?'%*. Or did he feel that he
could make good his promise by putting together a collection of parallels
between Aristotle and Mutanabbi? The material I have collected so far
supports, I feel, this last interpretation!®. The ‘‘Second Risala Hatimiyya’’
obviously enjoyed great popularity which accounts for the innumerable
alterations, cuts, and additions which its suffered, including the omission
of the introduction which, as we have seen, can be interpreted as linking
the first risala to the second. That Hatimi had some appreciation for the
work of Mutanabbi is clear from the repeated assurances to that effect
which he expresses himself or puts into the mouths of others, in spite of
the acrimonious tone which characterizes all four versions of the debate.
The ‘‘Second Risala’’, with or without its introduction, is therefore
consistent with Hatimi’s ambivalent attitude towards Mutanabbi; there is
no good reason to deny its authenticity, unless further evidence is
discovered. By this I do not mean to say that in this tedious recital of
parallels Hatimi used his talents as a critic and historian to full
advantage; as an example of Mutanabbi criticism it cannot stand
comparison with the Midiha or with one of the shorter versions of the
debate. The Mudiha is a far more interesting work, since in spite of the
display of learning which must have been its essential purpose, Hatimi
manages to hold the reader’s attention and never lets him lose sight of
the original framework of the risala which is a grotesque picture of
Mutanabbi’s character and habits and a violent attack on certain aspects
of his work. Yet one must agree with I. ‘Abbas!® that it would be wrong

192. Cf. Mudiha, p. 96, lines 18-19 and p. 119, lines 18-19 where he finds it necessary
to emphasize the honors he received from Mu‘izz ad-Dawla and Mubhallabi. This
suggestion should however be weighed against the evidence from the Yatima which I
have discussed above, pp. 9 and 36.

193. As further indications of Hatimi’s failure to win recognition one could consider: the
confusion in the Yatima over the identity of Hatimi, and the scarcity of information
about Hatimi’s poetry which does not seem to have been collected in a Diwan.

194. Cf. also the end of the description of the first session (above, p. 43); one could argue
that this passage originally marked the end of the risala and was reworded at a later
date to serve as an introduction to the description of the three additional sessions.

195. The evidence from Safadi’s Nusra (above, p. 36) which would suggest that one of
Hatim1’s books on Mutanabbi was lost is, I feel, too vague to be taken into account.

196. 1. ‘Abbas, Ta’rikh an-Naqd al-Adabi ‘ind al-‘Arab: Nagqd ash-Shi‘r (Beirut 1391/1971), p.
248.
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to underestimate the importance of the risala as an attempt to show the
affinity between Arabic versions of Greek wisdom literature and the work
of one of the most prominent of Arab poets.

Authors of mediaeval treatises on literary theory and criticism sometimes
quote from the Hilyat al-Muhadara by Hatimi. The Hilya records
numerous definitions of figures of speech by early philologists from the
second, third, and fourth centuries. These definitions were often
elaborated or served as a basis for discussion even when they were not
specifically quoted and he Hilya therefore offers a means of identifying
views on literary theory that were used as models by Ibn al-Mu‘tazz (d.
296/908), Qudama b. Ja‘far (d. after 320/932), and their contemporaries;
in addition to this the Hilya offers quotations from these two authors
themselves. I have traced many of these definitions in a study published
in 1975'7. The Hilya is not, as one would expect, itself a work on literary
theory, but rather an anthology of poetry with short sections dealing with
the figures of speech, various forms of plagiarism, and other matters that
would interest the literary critic (the chapters on these questions are
intended primarily as selections of examples). A work dealing specifically
with literary theory entitled Kitab al-Hali wa-’l-‘Atil is quoted by Hatimi
himself in the Hilya. It seems to have met with little response and has not
survived; as far as I know the only author who claims to have used the
book was Usama b. Munqidh!%, though it is not impossible that it was
used by a few others who do not refer to it by name!®. Not only the
definitions, but also many quotations in the anthological sections of the
Hilya are presented in the form of traditions and provided with a
complete isnad. I had originally planned to include in the present study
an attempt to throw more light on Hatimi’s biography by identifying, on
the basis of these isnads, the individuals who had been Hatimi’s teachers
in Baghdad and perhaps elsewhere. I reluctantly decided to postpone
such an attempt for the time being, for two reasons: the existence of a
third unpublished manuscript of the Hilya which I had not used for my
study and the likelihood that a complete edition of the text would be
available in a not too distant future. At the time I was preparing my
study on rhetorical terms in the Hilya, I knew only of two manuscripts
preserved in the Qarawiyyin Library in Fez. A note in the Liste de

197. Materials for the History of Arabic Rhetoric from the Hilyat al-Muhadara of Hatimi, Annali
dell Istituto Orientale di Napoli, Supplemento no. 4 — vol. 35, fasc. 3, Naples 1975
(referred to in this study as Materials).

198. Usama b. Mungqidh, al-Badi‘ fi Nagd ash-Shi‘r (above, p. 19, note 51), p. 8.

199. See Materials, pp. 14-16, 20, and 27. ‘Ali b. Khalaf, the author of the Kitab Mawadd
al-Bayan, a work dating from the fifth/eleventh century, complains that the Hali was
not available to him, see Bonebakker, ‘A Fatimid Manual for Secretaries’’ in Annali
dell’Istituto Orientale di Napoli, Vol. 37 (NS XXVII), p. 310. The same complaint is
voiced by Ibn Abi ’I-Isba‘ (d. 654/1256), see Matenals, p. 15.
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manuscrits arabes . .. exposés a la Bibliothéque de I’Université Quaraouyine a
’occasion du onziéme centenaire®®, etc. led me to believe that there existed a
third manuscript and this expectation was confirmed during a recent visit
to the Qarawiyyin. The manuscript consists of a collection of loose leaves
held together in a portfolio which bears the call number 248. It appears
to cover part of the second volume and the third volume, and does not,
as far as I can see, contain any of the passages published in my study,
except for the paragraph on pp. 27-30%°!. The handwriting is a
beautiful, clearly legible, Eastern naskhi. Many of the pages have been
severely damaged and have been covered with transparant paper to
prevent further deterioration. The librarian, Mr. Muhammad
Bencherifa, informed me that a complete catalogue of the Qarawiyyin
prepared by the former librarian, the late ‘Abid al-Fasi, was ready and
would soon be published. For this reason I saw no point in attempting to
prepare an accurate description. He also informed me that an edition of
the Hilya was being prepared by an Iraqi scholar. I therefore also decided
to discontinue my attempts to reconstruct Hatim1’s biography on the
basis of the two manuscripts I had examined earlier???2. The promised
edition, if it did not already contain a study of the isnads, would greatly
facilitate my attempts which so far had not yielded important results.

The earliest author to offer an extensive list of Hatimi’s writings appears
to have been Yaqut. The only other comprehensive list known to me

200. Ministére de I’Education Nationale, Royaume du Maroc-Imprimerie de I’Etoile
(Rabat 1960), p. 53, last line. _
201. One of the pages in the portfolio reads as follows: ol e o]l 3l

(an, alJl slo o) edledl oo egluy  ete daxdl ady o ,an

Dl pb-’ o3 — . The break between the second and the third volume
therefore corresponds to that in the MS 590 of the Qarawiyyin (see Materials, p. 5). 1
also found the chapter headings Fu.:._ll_, | ot Qi O o 102

aole Jan i e Jo- u‘)_,l__,_s H,_.SA_. M (see Materials, p. 9
under 76a) and 0350 Al B0l ohl ol —med | LBiS C L
dc| ;.9 @slao (see p. 11 under 97a). As far as I know the MS has no date.

The folios corresponding to Materials, pp. 27-30 are severely damaged. I noted the
following variants some of which are obvious errors:

p. 28, line 9: J_,.T for ,>1 V.

p- 29, line 2: 41..0._\5) , for A.a._&.'s", ;

p- 29, line 4: juodo for L .

p. 30, line 1: > u."l_')-Yt, , after 6 ynas .

p- 30, line 11: (=2 ,L> as in my text.

202. The quality and the state of preservation of the two Maghribi MSS, especially the
MS 590, leaves much to be desired (see Materials, pp. 1-5 and passim) and a
thorough comparison of this last MS with the MS 2934 on the basis of photographs
alone is hardly possible.
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appears in Suyuti’s Bughya. Though it is difficult to form an opinion of
the range of Hatim1’s interests on the basis of these titles alone, there can
be little doubt that his chief concern was literary criticism, and that a few
books dealt with lexicography and grammar?®. None of these are known
to have survived, either in their original form, or as extensive quotations
or digests, except for the autobiographical note from the Tagri‘ al-Hilbaja
which I have mentioned earlier 2. The survival of the Hilya in two
Maghribl manuscripts (one of which has a marginal note indicating that
a small portion of the book had already circulated in Spain before the
rest arrived), Ibn Hazm’s (d. 456/1063-4) recommendation of ‘‘the books
of Abu ‘Ali al-Hatimi’’ as manuals on poetry 2% the quotations from the
Hilya in the Magamat commentary of Sharishi (d. 619/1222), and in the
commentary on the Magsara of Hazim al-Qartajanni by Muhammad b.
Ahmad al-Gharnati (d. 760/1358)2% tend to show that Hatimi enjoyed a
considerable reputation in Spain, though I have not found any mention
of the author or of his books in the numerous collections of biographies
and bibliographical information (faharis) from that country.

203. Abu ’l-‘Abbas Ahmad b. Muh. al-Jurjani ath-Thaqafi, al-Muntakhab min Kinayat al-
Udaba’ wa-Isharat al-Bulagha’ (Cairo 1326/1908), p. 88, fourth line from the bottom,
quotes from the Amali of Abu ‘Ali al-Hatimi al-Lughawi, a work which I have not
found listed elsewhere.

204. A similar work of satyrical character may have been the Kitab al-Mighsal (?) wa-hiya
ar-Risala al-Bahira fi Khisal Abi ’l-Hasan al-Batti (Yaqat, VI, 503, lines 3-4). One can
only speculate on the character of this work; the Qadi Abu ’I-Hasan Ahmad b. ‘Ali
al-Batti (d. 403 or 405/1012 or 1014) is chiefly known for his role as a secretary to al-
Qadir during the latter’s retreat to al-Batiha shortly before his accession to the throne
(see Busse, p. 690) and his correspondence on behalf of al-Qadir with the Buwayhid
Baha’ ad-Dawla. He was famous for his witticisms, but appararently made himself
many enemies, see Ta’r. Bagh., IV, 320; Bakharzi, Dumyat al-Qasr, ed. ‘A. M. al-
Hulw (Cairo 1388/1968), I, 321-322; Sam‘ani, Ansab (above, p. 14, note 35), II, 82;
Ibn al-Jawzi, Muntazam (above, p. 14, note 35), VII, 263; Yaqut, I, 233-241;
Yaquat, Mu Gam al-buldan (above, p. 14), I, 334b; Ibn al-Athir, Kam:l (above, p. 37,
note 145), IX, 175; Safadi, Wafi (above, p. 14, note 35), VII, 231-234; idem,
Nusrat ath-Tha’ir ‘ala ’l-Mathal as-Sa’ir (above p. 36, note 141), p. 296.

205. At-Tagrib li-Hadd al-Mantig, ed. 1. ‘Abbas (Beirut 1959), p. 207.

206. See Materials, p. 18, note, and index.
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ADDENDA:

P.9:

That Hatimi indeed had a son who distinguished himself as a poet
appears from vol. VII, p. 372 of Safadr’s Waft b:-’l-Wafayat (Das
Biographishe Lexicon des Salahaddin Halil ibn Aibak as-Safadi, Teil 7, ed. 1.
‘Abbas, Wiesbaden 1969) where there is an entry for Ahmad b.
Muhammad b. al-Hasan b. al-Muzaffar Abi Talib b. Ab1 ‘Alr al-Hatimi
al-Baghdadi. Safadi mentions that this Aba Talib al-Hatimi left a Diwan
and [a collection of] correspondence. He quotes two fragments of poems,
but offers no further particulars.

P. 22 (bottom) — p. 25:

To the manuscripts listed on these pages should be added Princeton,
Yahuda 761 and 542 (Mach’s catalogue no. 4050). The first manuscript
was written in 870 and has 93 parallels. The introduction corresponds to
the type mentioned under 4 on pp. 27-28. The second manuscript is
part of a maymu ‘a. One or two pages from the introduction are missing
and only the last sentence appears on fol. 1424; it may have belonged to
the types under 4, B, or D. Since there are only 42 parallels it is possible
that some more pages are missing. After the colophon there are two more
parallels, copied in the same hand, which the scribe says he found in
another manuscript. There is no date. Both manuscripts have the title
Risala Hatimiyya.

The reproduction on the cover of this publication was taken from
Yahuda 761. I am indebted to the Princeton University Library for kind
permission to use their microfilm for this purpose.

P. 36 and note 141:

See also Ibn Abi ’I-Isba‘, Badi‘ al-Qur’an, ed. H. M. Sharaf (Cairo
1377/1957), pp. 10-11. Ibn Abi ’l-Isba‘ mentions two risalas on
Mutanabbi’s borrowings one of which dealt with ‘‘his elegant
borrowings’’.
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P. 56 (cf. pp. 7-8):

As far as I know, no description exists of the Wagq ‘at al-Adham in any of
the biographies of Hatimi. But the title appears in a list of works on
literary theory and criticism from which Ibn Abi ’l-Isba’ drew material
for his Badi‘ al-Qur’an (see p. 11, line 1).
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INDEX OF PERSONAL NAMES

The names of authors of biographies of Hatimi and of collections that
contain quotations from Hatimi’s works, as well as the names of most
contemporary editors and authors of reference works, have been omitted
from this list.

‘Abbas, I. 16 n. 43, 27 n. 88, 44 n. 168, 53

al-‘Abbas b. al-Husayn ash-Shirazi, Abu ’I-Fadl 37 n. 145, 47 n. 177

‘Abdal‘aziz al-Maymani ar-Rajkati 40 n. 155

Abdalqgadir al-Baghdadi 18 n. 46, 40 n. 155, 48 n. 178, 51 n. 187

Abu ‘Al al-Farisi 12

Abu ’l-‘Atahiya 27 n. 90

Abu Bakr al-Khwarizmi 9

Abu Hayyan at-Tawhidi 11 n. 15, 13

Abu ’I-Fadl b. al-‘Amid (vizier) 38 n. 152, 51

Abu ’l-Faraj al-Isfahani  (author of the Aghani) 12, 19 n. 49, 43

Abu ’I-Fath al-Maraghi 38, 48

Abu ’I-Fath b. al-‘Amid (vizier) 38 n. 152

Abu ’l-Husayn ‘Ali b. Ahmad al-Muhallabi 45 n. 170

Abu Nuwas 47, 49

Abu Sa‘id as-Sirafi 48, 50

Abu Taghlib (Hamdanid) 11 n. 16

Abu ’t-Tayyib al-Lughawi 12

Abu Tammam 47, 47 n. 176, 49-50, 50 n. 185, 52

Abu ‘Umar az-Zahid (Ghulam Tha‘lab) 10 n. 14, 52 n. 191

‘Adud ad-Dawla (Buwayhid) 11 n. 16, 38, 51

Ahmad, Munir-ud-Din 16 n. 43

Ahmad b. ‘Ali al-Batti, Abu ’l-Hasan (Qadi) 8 n. 5, 56 n. 204

Ahmad b. Muh. b. al-Hasan b. al-Muzaffar al-Hatimi al-Baghdadi, Abu Talib b. Abi
‘Ali (son of Hatim1) Addenda

al-Akhfash, ‘Ali b. Sulayman 12

al-Akhtal 27 n. 90, 32

‘Al b. ‘Abdal‘aziz al-Jurjani 49 n. 182

‘Ali b. Ahmad al-Mubhallabi, Abu ’I-Husayn 45 n. 170

‘Ali b. al-‘Abbas, Aba Muh. (brother of Ibn Fasanjus) 38

‘Ali b. al-Mubhassin at-Tanuakhi, Abu ’-Qasim 6

‘All b. Hamza al-Basri 18 n. 46, 19 n. 49, 40 n. 155, 45 n. 170

‘All b. Haran al-Munajjim  48-49

‘Ali b. ‘Isa ar-Rummani 44 n. 168, 48, 50

‘Ali b. Ka‘b al-Ansari, Abu ’'l-Hasan 38, 48

‘Ali b. Khalaf 20 n. 58, 54 n. 199

‘All b. Sulayman al-Akhfash 12
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al-Anbari, Abu ‘Ali al-Husayn (or al-Hasan) b. Muh. b. Misa (son-in-law of Muhallabi)
39, 47, 48, 49, 52

al-Ansari, Abu ’l-Hasan ‘Alib. Ka‘b 38, 48

Aristotle, Aristatalis, Arista, Aristotelian 19, 20 n. 57 and 58, 24, 25 n. 80, 28, 28 n.
93, 29 n. 95, 30, 33, 34 n. 133, 53

al-Badi‘t, Yasuf 39

al-Baghdadi, ‘Abdalqadir 18 n. 46, 40 n. 155, 51 n. 187

Baha’ ad-Dawla (Buwayhid) 56 n. 204

al-Batti, Abu ’I-Hasan Ahmad b. ‘Ali (Qadi) 8 n. 5, 56 n. 204

Blachére, R. 17 n. 46, 18 n. 48, 19 n. 49, 28 n. 92, 32 n. 109, 39, 39-40 n. 155

Brockelmann, C. 19 n. 50, 24 n. 76

al-Buhturi 47, 49-50

Busse, H. 38 n. 148

Bustani, A. 5, 22 n. 64, 29

Ghulam Tha‘lab (Abt ‘Umar az-Zahid) 10 n. 14, 52 n. 191

Ghurayyib, G. 27 n. 90

al-Ghuzali (author of the Matali‘ al-Budir) 11 n. 16

al-Hamadhani (author of the Takmilat Ta’rikh at-Tabari) 38 n. 148

al-Hasan b. Muhammad al-Muhallabi, Aba Muh. see al-Muhallabi

Heinrichs, W. 44 n. 168

Hibatallah b. al-Munajjim 43

al-Husayn b. Ahmad b. Sa‘dan, Aba ‘Abdallah (vizier) 11

al-Husayn b. Mahmud b. al-Husayn al-Katib al-Baghdadi, Abu ‘Abdallah 30, 34

al-Husayn (or al-Hasan) b. Muh. b. Muasa al-Anbari, Abu ‘Ali (son-in-law of Muhallabi)
see al-Anbari

Ibn ‘Abbad, as-Sahib (vizier) see as-Sahib Ibn ‘Abbad

Ibn Abi ’lI-Isba‘ 54 n. 199, Addenda

Ibn al-‘Amid, Abu ’l-Fadl (vizier) 51

Ibn al-‘Amid, Abu ’I-Fath (vizier) 38 n. 152

Ibn al-Athir, Diya’addin (author of the Istidrak) 20

Ibn al-Athir, ‘Izzaddin (author of the Kamil) 38 n. 148

Ibn al-Baqqal, ‘Ali b. Yasuf or ‘Ali b. Muh. 43

Ibn al-Hajja; 36, 51

Ibn al-Munajjim, Hibatallah 43

Ibn al-Mu‘tazz 54

Ibn an-Nadim 52 n. 191

Ibn Durayd 10, 11

Ibn Fasanjus (or Fasanjas), Abu ’I-Faraj Muh. b. al-‘Abbas b. Musa ash-Shirazi
(vizier) 9, 32, 35, 37, 38, 43, 46, 46 n. 173, 52

Ibn Jinn1 39, 40 n. 155

Ibn Khalawayh 12

Ibn Nubata (author of Sarh al- ‘Uyan) 20

Ibn Qayyim al-Jawziyya 27 n. 90

Ibn Sa‘dan, Aba ‘Abdallah al-Husayn b. Ahmad (vizier) 11

Ibn Sukkara al-Hashimi 36

Ibn Tabataba al-‘Alawi 27 n. 90

Ibn Waki” 20 n. 57

Ibn Wallad (author of the K. al-Magsar) 45 n. 170

‘Izz ad-Dawla (Buwayhid) 38 n. 152

Jarir 27 n. 90

al-Jurjani, Abu ’l-‘Abbas Ahmad b. Muh. ath-Thaqafi 56 n. 203

al-Jurjani, ‘Ali b. ‘Abdal‘aziz 49 n. 182

Kabir, M. 38 n. 148

Karatay, F.E. 21 n. 59, 26 n. 85

Kiktev, M.S. 41, 41 n. 160, 42
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al-Kindi, Taj ad-Din Abu ’I-Yumn 39 n. 155

Le Strange, G. 18 n. 46

al-Maraghi, Abu ’I-Fath Muh. b. Ja‘far 38, 48
Matlab, A. 44 n. 168

al-Mubarrad, Abu ’l-‘Abbas Muh. b. Yazid 31
al-Mubhallabi, Abu ’I-Husayn ‘Ali b. Ahmad 45, n. 170

al-Mubhallabi, Aba Muh. al-Hasan b. Muh. (vizier) 9, 12 n. 27, 16, 18, 18 n. 48, 19 n.

49, 31, 32, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39-43, 47-52, 53 n. 192
Muh. b. al-‘Abbas b. Fasanjus (or Fasanjas), Abu ’I-Faraj see Ibn Fasanjus
Muh. b. ‘Abdallah (or ‘Ubaydallah) as-Salami, Abu ’I-Hasan 11 n. 16 and 19
Muh. b. Ahmad al-Jarjara’i (deputy vizier) 13
Muh. b. al-Husayn al-Yamani, Aba ‘Abdallah 27
Muh. b. Ibrahim b. Makki b. Muhassin al-Qayrawani 25 n. 77
Muh. b. Ja‘far al-Maraghi, Abu ’I-Fath 38, 48
Muh. b. Yahya as-Sali, Aba Bakr 16 n. 43
Mubhassad (? son of Mutanabbi) 32

Mu'izz ad-Dawla (Buwayhid) 16, 18, 31, 32, 33 n. 120, 35, 36, 37, 43, 52, 53.n. 192

al-Munajjim, ‘Ali b. Haran  48-49

an-Nabigha 11 n. 16

an-Najim, Aba ‘Uthman Sa‘d (or Sa‘id) b. al-Hasan 20 n. 58, 34 n. 133

Najm, M.Y. 5,47 n. 177

Qabus b. Wushmagir, Shams al-Ma‘ali (Ziyarid) 7

al-Qadir (caliph) 7, 8 n. 5, 13, 56 n. 204

Qudama b. Ja‘far 44 n. 168, 54

Radif, S. 11 n. 16

ar-Rajkati, ‘Abdal‘aziz al-Maymani 40 n. 155

Rescher, O. 19 n. 50, 22 n. 64, 25 n. 78-80, 26, 29

ar-Riyadit 24

Rizzitano, U. 18 n. 46

ar-Rummani, ‘Ali b. ‘Isa 44 n. 168, 48

Sabur b. Ardashir (vizier) 13

Sa‘d (or Sa‘id) b. al-Hasan an-Najim, Aba ‘Uthman 20 n. 58, 34 n. 133

as-Safadi 36, 53 n. 195, Addenda

as-Sahib b. ‘Abbad (vizier) 11 n. 16, 13, 27, 36 n. 141

Sa‘id b. Thabit an-Nasrani, Abu ’lI-‘Ala’ (deputy vizier) 48

as-Salami, Abu ’l-Hasan Muh. b. ‘Abdallah 11, n. 16 and 19

Salih b. ‘Abdalquddas 27 n. 90

Sayf ad-Dawla (Hamdanid) 11, 11 n. 16, 12, 13 n. 28, 16, 18 n. 47, 39, 39-40 n.
155, 41, 46, 48 n. 180, 51

Sayyid, F. 21 n. 59, 25 n. 77

Sezgin, F. 15, 21 n. 59, 22, 22 n. 64-65, 25 n. 77 and 79, 26, 34

Shams al-Ma‘ali, Qabis b. Wushmagir (Ziyarid) 7, 13

Shalabi, A. 16 n. 43

as-Siraf1, Abu Sa‘ild 48, 50

as-Suli, Aba Bakr Muh. b. Yahya 16 n. 43

Taj ad-Din Abu ’l-Yumn al-Kind1 39 n. 155

at-Tanukhi, Abu ’l-Qasim ‘Ali b. al-Muhassin 6

at-Tawhidi, Aba Hayyan 11 n. 15, 13

‘Ubaydallah b. Ahmad an-Nahwi, Abu ’I-Fath 12

‘Ubaydallah b. Tahir 20 n. 57

al-‘Ukbari 19 n. 52, 20, 39, 40 n. 155, 49 n. 182

Ungjar (Ikhshidid) 11

Usama b. Munqidh 54

al-Wahidi 39

Yaqut (author of the Mu am al-Buldan) 18 n. 46

Zambaur, E. de 38 n. 148

13

’
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